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.By ~Ir. THOMAS: Petition 'of ·First .Baptist .Church and citi
zens of Bowling Green, Ky., favoring national prohibition; to 
the Committee on Rules. _ . ' 

By hlr. THOMPSON of Oklahoma: Petition of 50 citizens of 
Crescent, Old-a., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee 
on Rules . . 

By Mr. TREADWAY~ Petitions from churches and organiza
tions in the towns of Leyden, Great Barrington, Shelburne 
Falls, Lenox, Stockbridge, North Egremont, Westfield, Green
field, Lee, Richmond, Cummington, Plainfield, He~th, -Ea_st 
Colerain, and the city of Holyoke, Mass., favoring ~atwnal pro-
hibition; to the COmmittee on Rules. -· _ 

By l\Ir. TUTTLE: Petitions of citizens of Pleasant View, 
Plainfield, Roselle Park, Rahway, and Elizabeth, N. J., favoring 
national prohibition; to the Oommittee on Rules. · · 

By M:r .. WALLIN: Petitions of sundry societies and citizens 
in the fifth New York congressional district, favoring national 
prohibition; to the committee on Rules. · · . 

By Mr. WOODRUFF: Petitions of citizens of the tenth con
gressional district of Michigan, favoring national prohibition; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By :.rr. YOUNG of North Dakota: Petition of United Com
mercial Travelers of Fargo, N. -Dak., against any increase in 
cost of railway mileage books; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. • · 

Also, petition · of United Commercial Travelers of Fargo, N. 
Dak., favoring House bill 18683, relativ.e to election of Repre
sentath'es in Congress and appointment of electors of President 
and Vice President of the United States; to the Committee on 
Election of President, Vice President, and Representatives in 
Congress. 

SENATE. 
T~DAY, D_ecembe'J· 22, 1914. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered the 
following prayer : · . _ · 

Almighty God, all of our work is begun, continued, and ended 
in Thee. Thou art the Lord of life. How fully Thou dost 
hold us in Thy hand. We propose great plans, and Thou dost 
prevent us. We submit ourselves to the divine rule, and un
numbered blessings are showered upon us. We contend with 
each other in the sincerity .of our purpose to live out a worthy 
life. We do not contend with Thee who art the Lord of life. 
Before Thee we submit ourselves, our all. We pray for the 
divine guidance that our life may be worthy and that we may 
hear at last from Thee, Well done, good and faithful servant. 
We ask these blessings in Christ's name. Amen. 

NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER. 

The Secretary (James 1\1. Baker) read the following com-
munication: · 

UNITED STA'.fES SFJNATE, PRESlDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, D. 0., Decembe1· 22, 191.i. 

To the Senate: 
Being temporarily absent from the. Senate, I appoint Hon. CLAUDE 

Al'GUSTUS SWA·NSON, a ·senator from ·the State of Virginia, to perform 
the duties of the Chair during my absence. 

JAMES P. CLARKE, 
President pro tempore. 

1\lr. SWANSON thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer 
and directed that the Journal of the last legislative day be read. 

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved. 
NATIONAL FOREST RESERVATION COMMISSION (S. DOC. NO. 661). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a communiCation from the Secretary of War, transmit
ting the report of the National Forest Reservation Commission 
for tl.le fiscal year ended June 30, 1914. The communication 
and accompanying paper and illustrations will be referred to 
the Committee on Forest Reservations and the Protection of 
Game and ordered printed. 

Mr. GALLINGER. - I ask ·unanimous consent that 1,000 addi
tional copies of the .report be printed for the use of the com
mission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there is no objection, it is 
so ordered. The Chair would suggest that the report includes 
charts. Does the request of the Senator from New Hampshire 
include the printing of the ·charts-also ·? 

Mr. · GALLINGER. I ask consent that the charts · may also 
be printed. They are not very voluminous. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there is no objection, the 
charts· also will b~ ineluded ·in the order to print 1,000 additional 
~opies. 

SALA!q:ES _OF NAyY-YARD EMPLOYEES. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com
munication from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting, at . 
the request of the National Association of United St,ates Civil 
Service Employees at Navy Yards and Stations, a scale of sal-a
ries adopted by that organization in convention, which, with
the · accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee ·on· 
Ci vii Service and Retrenchment. 

FINDINGS OF THE COURT . OF CLAIMS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate ·communi
cations from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims; tr:ms
mitting certified copies of the findings of fact and conclusions 
filed by the court in the following causes : 
. In the cause of R. A. Jones, · administrator of the estate of 

Solomon Jones, deceased, v. The United States ( S. Doc. No. · 
672); 

In the cause of William 1\f. Ross. administrator of Stephen 
M. Holt, deceased, v. The United States (S. Doc. No. 663); 
: In the cause of Philip H. Andrews v. The United States (S. 

Doc. No. 664); 
In the cause of John V. Apthorp v. The United States ( S. 

Doc. No. 665) ; . 
In the cause of Frederick E. Bullock, son and sole heir of 

George W. Bullock, deceased, v. The United States ( S. Doc. 
No. 666); . • 

In the cause of Elise Brammer, daughter of Henry Kroeger, 
deceased, v. The United States ( S. Doc. No. 667) ; 

In the cause of Leonard H. Mahan v. The United States ( S. 
Doc. No. 668) ; 
. In the cause of .George B. Loud v. The United States (S. 

Doc. No. 669); . . .. 
In the cause of Jerome Tourtellotte v. The United States ( S. 

Doc. No. 670) .; and - .. . 
In the cause of John Strang v. The United States (S. Doc. 

No. 671). 
The . foregoing findings were, with the accompanying papers, 

referred to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South: 
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House agrees to the al):lend-· 
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 6939) ·to reimburse Edward 
B. Kelley for moneys expended while superintendent ·of the 
Rosebud Indian Agency in South Dakota. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
following bills : 
- S. 6227. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Nor
folk-Berkley Bridge Corporation, of Virginia, to construct a· 
bridge across the Eastern Branch of the Elizabeth River in 
Virginia ; and 

S. 6687. An act to authorize the Chesapeake & Ohio Northern 
Railway Co. to construct a bridge across the Ohio River a 
short distance above the mouth of the Little Scioto· RiYer, be-· 
tween "Scioto County, Ohio, and Greenup County, Ky., at or 
near Sciotovme, Ohio. 

The message further announced that the House had pa·ssecr-cr--....-~""""'-.... __ -
the bill ( S. 6266) to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to 
license cotton warehouses, and for othe1,· purposes. with an 
amendment, in which it requ·ested the concurrence of the Seriate. 

The message also ann<nmc~d that the House had passed tlie· 
bill ( S. 2651) providing for the purchase and disposal of cer
tain lands containing the minerals kaolin, kaolinite, fuller's· 
earth, china clay, and · ball clay within portions of Indian res
ervations heretofore . opened to settlement and entry, with
amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
the following bills and joint resolutions, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate: · · 

H. R. 12050. An act reserving from entry, location, or sale 
lots 1 and 2 in section 33, township 13 south, range· 4 we.St, 
New Mexico prime meridian, in Sierra County, N. Uex., and 
for other purposes; · 
. H. R. 13222. An act to regulate the use of public school 

buildings and grounds in the District of Columbia; 
H. R. 20241. An act making appropriations to supply urgent 

deficiencies in appropriations for the fiscal year 1915 and · prior 
years, and for other purposes ; . . 

H. J. Res. 234. Joint resolution directing the selection of a 
site for the erection of a statue in Washington, D. C., ·to the 
memory of the late Maj. Gen. George Gordon Meade; and 

H. J. Res. 366. Joint resolution · autho-rizing the Secretary of 
War-to use any allotment made ·under the provisions of au act 
approved October 2, 1914; entitled "An act making -·appropria-
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tions for the construction, · repair, and preservation of certain , 
public works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes," 

. for the impruvement of East River and Hell Gate. N. Y. 
ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED. · 

The message also announced that the Speaker Of tlie House 
had signed the following enrolled bill and joint resolution, and 
they were thereupon signed by the Presiding Officer as Acting 
President pro tempore: 

H. R. 6867. Ari act to increase and fix the compensation of the 
collector of customs for the customs collection district of 
Omaha; and 

S. J. Res. 213. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of 
the Senate and the Clerk of the House to pay the officers and 
employees of the Senate and House, including the Capitol police, 
their respective salaries for the month of December, 1914, on the 
22d day of said month. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER presented a petition of the Mer
chants' Association of Manila, P. I., praying for an investiga~ 
tion of the financial transactions of the Phil:ppine Islands with 
a view of determining whether a sum· of money is not still 
due those islands from the Government of the United States, 
which was referred to the Committee on the Philippines. · 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the l\Iunicipal 
Council of Angadanan, Isabela, P. I., praying for the passage 
of the so-called Jones bill, for the self-government of the 
Philippine Islands, which was referred to the Committee on the 
Philippines. · 

Mr. SHEPPARD· presented petitions of sundry citizens of 
Texas, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the 
export of contraband articles of war, which were referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Texas and 
of Tyrone, Okla., praying for · na:tional prohibition, which were 
rE:ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented petitions of Granite State Lodge, 
No. 235, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, of Manchester; 
of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers of Concord; and of 
1\fount Washington Lodge, No. 461, Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Firemen and Enginemen of Woodsville, all in the State of New 
Hampshire, praying for the enactment of legislation providing 
for safety appliances on locomotives, etc., which were referred 
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. · 

He also presented a petition of Charity Lodge, No. 53, Inter
national Order of Good Templars, of Wilmot Flat, N. H., pray
ing for national prohibition, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. · 

Mr. TOWNSEl\"'D presented memorials of sundry citizens of 
Michigan, remonstrating against national prohibition, which 
were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Michigan, 
praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. TOWNSEND (for Mr. SMITH of Michigan) presented 
petitions of sundry citizens of Michigan, praying for national 
prohibition, which were referred to the Committee on the Judi 
ciary. 

He also (for Mr. SMITH of Michigan) presented a memorial 
of the Federation of Labor of Detroit, Mich., remonstrating 
against national prohibition, which was referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. GRONNA presented petitions of the congregation of the 
Methodist Epi copal Church of Edmore- a,nd of sundry citizens 
of Hillsboro, Dazey, and Towner, all in the State of North 
Dakota, praying for national prohibition, which were referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented petitions of sundry citizens of 
Arkansas, praying for national prohibition, which· were referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. McCUMBER presented a memorial of the North Dakota 
Nurserymen's Association,. remonstrating affainst the free -dis
tribution of forest trees by the authorities at the Great Plains 
Fiel_d Station, which was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry. _ 

Mr. WEEKS presented petitions of sundry citizens of Fram
ingham, Worcester, Osterville, North Tewksbury, North Abing
ton, Hudson, Uxbridge, Haverhill, West Newbury, and New 
Bedford, all in the State of Massachusetts, praying for national 
prohibition, which were referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. · 

Mr. MYERS presented petitions of sundry citizens of White
hall and Anaconda, in the State of Montana, praying for na
tionnl prohibition,. which were referred to the· Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

He also presented a telegram In the nature of a memorial 
from . the Chamber of Commerce of Butte, Mont., remonstrating 
against national prohibition, which was referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

BILLS Al\'1> JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED. 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
A bill (S. 7040) to remodel ·the old post-office building at 

Austin, Tex. (with accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SMITH of Georgia: 
A bill (S. 7041) to amend section 260 of an act entitled "An 

act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the Judi
ciary," approved March 3, 1911; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CLAPP: 
A bill ( S. 70~2) for the construction of a bridge across the 

.1\fississippi Ri\er at the point where the line of the proposed 
Duluth and St. Vincent State highway enters upon the Minne
sota National Forest, and also a bridge across th'e Narrows 
between Cass Lake and Pike Bay where the line of said pro
posed highway leaves said Minnesota National Forest; to the 
Committee on Appropriatiohs. 

By Mr. CIDUHNS : . 
. A bill ( S. 7043) to amend an act entitled "An act granting 

pensions to certain enlisted men, soldiers. and officers who served 
in the Civil War and the War with Mexico,'' approved l\Iay 11, 
1912; and 

A bill (S. 7044) granting an increase of pension to Charles L. 
Watrous; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BRADY: 
A bill ( S. 7045) to increase the cost of construction of Federal 

building at Coeur d'Alene, Idaho (with accompanying papers); 
to th-e Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. WORKS: 
. A bill (S. 7046) providing -for the purchase of lands for an 
aviation school; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

A bill ( S. 704 7) to provide for the closing of barber shops in 
the District of Col"!lJD.bia on Sunday; tc the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. · 

By Mr. ROBINSON: 
A bill (S. 7048) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 

furnish hot water from the hot sp.rings on the Hot Springs 
Reservation for drinking and bathing purposes free of cost to 
the Leo N. Levi Memorial Hospital Association; to the Com
mitee on Public Lands. 

By 1.\fr. Sl\IOOT: 
A bill ( S. 7049) granting a -,ension to Edward Robinson (with 

accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. · 
By Mr. JONES: . ' 
A bill (S. 7050) granting an increase of pension to Charles N. 

Schreiber (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By 1\lr. WEEKS: 
A bill (S. 7052} for the relief of John Duggan; to the Com: 

mittee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. LODGE: 
A joint resolution ( S. J. Res. 216) to amend the immigration 

laws; to the Committee on Immigratio~. 
DISPOSAL OF DAMAGED UNIFORMS. 

1\Ir. POMERENE. 1\Ir. President, I send to the desk a bill 
which I ask may be read twice and" referred and that it be 
printed in the RECORD for the information of the Senate. It is 
very brief. 

If I may be permitted to say just a word on th~ subject, I 
wm state that about a year ago, dming the floods in Ohlo, the 
uniforms of the Ohio National Guard were ruined to such nn 
extent that they became unserviceable and ·have since been con
de.mned by a surveyor. Under the existing law the department 
is obliged to destroy these uniforms. 

In southeastern Ohio there has been a strike pending for 
perhaps six or eight months among the m~ners. Many of them 
are in dire· disb'ess. The governor of the State asked the Secre
tary of War for permission to distribute these damaged . uni· 
forms among the miners. The Secretary of War refused the 
request because, under the statute, he has no alternative save 
to order ·their destruction. I do not feel that the uniforms 
ought to oe. destroyed when they can serve a good purpo e 
among the destitute in the mining region. I haYe proYided in 
the bill that any buttons or braid thnt rnny be on the ·uniforms 
shall be taken ·off, so that it can not be charged thllt the uni
forms of the Government will be used _!or any improper purpose. 

_, 
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I ask that the bill be referred to tlle Committee on· Military 

Affairs, with the hope that it can be reported out for passage 
at a very early date. 

The bill ( S. 7051) to authorize the disposal of clothing or 
uniforms which have become unserviceable or unsuitable . was 
rea d twice by its title, referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enactecl, etc., That whenever any clothing or uniforms which 
have heretofore or may h ereaftet· be furnished by the War Department 
to any State or T erritory or the District of Columbia have become un
s erviceable or unsuitable from use in the service, or from any other 
causE>, they shall be examined by a disinterested surveying officer of tll.e 
Organized Militia, to be appointed by the governor of the State or Ter.n
tory or the commanding gen eral of the National Guard of the Distnct 
of Columbia, to which the clothing ot· uniforms have been issued, and 
his r eport shall be forwarded by said governor or· commanding general 
d.it·ect to the Secretary of War, and if it shall appear to the Secretary 
of War from th e r ecord of survey that said clothing o1· uniforms are 
unser·viceabl e or uns uitable for the purposes for which intended, then 
the buttons or braid t hereon, if any. sball be removed therefrom, and 
the sa ill clothing or· uniforms shall be turned over to the governor of 
the State or T erritory ot· to the commanding general of the National 
Guard of the District of Columbia to which said clothing or uniforms 
were furnish ed, to be by him distributed among the destitute of ~is 
State, Territory, or· Distrkt of Columbia, in such manner as to him 

. ma :v seem proper and 1ust. 
SEC. 2. All ac1s or parts of acts inconsistent with these provisions 

are hereby repealed. 

LANDS IN STA.TE OF WASHINGTON. 

l\Ir. JONES submitted au amendment proposing to appropri
ate $50,000 to enable- the Secretary of Agriculture to effect an 
exchange of lands and indemnity rights of tile State of Wash
ington pursuant to an agreement heretofore made by nnd be
tween the Secretary of Agriculture and that State through its 
proper ofticers, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the Ag
ricultural appropriation bill , which was referred to tile Com
mittee on .Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be printed. 

REGULATION OF IMMIGRATION. 
Mr: LODGE submitted an amendment intended to be propo. ed 

by him to the bill (II. R. 60GO) to regulate the immigration of 
aliens to and the residence of aliens in the United States, 
which was ordered. to lie on the table and to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

On page 12, line 18, after the word " guests," insert the following 
proviso: 

uPro1:idea, Tbut the pl'ovisions o! this act relating to the illiteracy 
test, cont1·act labor, or induced or assisted immigration shall not apply 
to agricultural immigrants from Belgium who come to the United 
States during the course or the present European war or owing to 
circumstances or <'Onditions arising from the war it it is shown to the 
l'latisfaction or the Commissioner General of Immigration that said 
Belgian immigrants come prepared to take up land in the United States 

_and become American citizens,'' 

CIVIL WAR VOLUNTEER OFFICERS' RETIRED LIST. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there is no further morning 
busine s. the Chair wi1l declare that order closed. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I move that the Senate proceed to tlle 
consideration of the bill (S. 392) to create in the War Depart
ment and Navy Department, respectively, a roll designated as 
"the Civil War volunteer officers' retired list," to authorize 
placing thereon with retired pay · certain surviving officers who 
served in the Army, Navy, or Marine Corps of the United 
States in the Civil War, nnd for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The Senator . from Michigan 
mo•es that tile Sennte proceed to the consideration of Senate 
bill 392. 

Ur. S~HTII of Georgia. Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pending that motion the Sena
tor from Georgia sugge:sts the absence of a quorum. The Sec
retary will call the roll. 

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an
swered to their names: 
Ashurst Gallinger Norris Smitl1 , Ariz. 
Brady Gore O'Gorman Smith, Ga. 
Brandegee Grenna Ovet·man Smith, S. C. 
Bristow Hardwick Owen Smoot 
Burton .Johnson Page Sterling 
Catron .lones Perkins Sutherland 
Chilton Kern Pomerene Swanson 
Clapp La Follette Ransdell Thornton 

• Clark, Wyo. Labe Reed Townsend 
Crawford Lee. Md . Robinson Vardaman 
Culberson L<Jd!!e Haulsbur:v Walsh 
Cummins McCumbet· Slleppard Warren 
Dillingham Martine, N . . 1. Sherman White 
Fletcher Nelson Hhields Works 

l\Ir. TOWN SE~'D. Th2 senior Senator from Michlgan [Mr. 
SMITH] is absent from the city, but is paired with the j unior 
Senator from Missouri [l\fr. REED] on all votes. This announce-
ment may stand for the day. · 

~ir. LANE. I wish to announce the unavoidabl~ absence of 
my colleague [Mr . . CHAMBERLAIN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty--six Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The question 
recurs on the motion made by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
TOWNSEND] . 

'l'he motion was agreed to, and the Senate, as in Committee 
of the Wh.ole, resumed the consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pending amendment of 
the Committee on Military Affairs will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 4, line 24, the committee prop9ses to 
strike out " three-fourths" and insert in lieu thereof ·' one
half," so that if amended the clause will read: 

The retired pay provided for by this act shall beg-in . upon the dute 
o1' the passage of this act and cont inue during the natural life of the 
beneficiary; it shall be' payable quarterly, and sha ll not exceed. in the 
case of any surviving officer, one-hal! o! the initial acti ve pay now 
received by a captain in the United States Army. 

EXECUTIYE SESSION. 
1\Ir. O'GORMAN. l\Ir. President, I move that tile Sena te pro

ceed to the consideration of executive business. There is some 
business requiring attention which will be neglected if not dis
posed of to-day . 

The PRESIDIKG OFFICER. The -question is on the motion 
of the Senator from New York. LPuttiug the question.] By tile 
sound tile ayes seem to ha-ve H. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I ask for a diYision. 
Mr. OYER.MAX I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and tb!:) Secretary proceeded 

to call the roll. 
1\Ir. FLETCHER (when Mr. BRYAN's name was called). I 

wish to announce tllat my colleague [l\!r. BRYAN] is una,·oid
ably absent. He is paired, I understand, with the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Tow "SEND]. I make this announcement to stand 
for the day. 

Mr. CHILTON (when hls name was called). I have a general 
pt~ir with the Senator from New Mexko [l\Ir. FALL], which I 
transfer to the Senato:· from Indiana [Mr. SHIVELY] and yote 
"yea." 

Mr. CLAPP (when his name was called) . I have a general 
pair witll the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIM
MONS] . I tra·nsfer that pair to the junior Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. KENYON] and vote ''nay." . 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when his name w·as called). I · 
have a general pair with the Senator from ~fissouri [Mr. 
STONE], who is absent. I therefore withhold my vote. 

Ur. REED (when hls name was called) . I have a pair with 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. SMITH]. I transfer that pair 
to the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] and vote "yea." 

Mr. SAULSBURY (when hls na'me was called) . I transfer 
my pair with the junior Senator from Hhode Island [Mr. CoLT] 
to the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. 1\IA.RTIN] and vote 
"yea." 

Mr. KERN (when Mr. SHIVELY's name was called). I desire 
to announce the unayoidable absence of my cdlleague [:llr. 
SHIVELY], and ask that this announcement stand for the d:ty. 

~Ir. OVERMAN (when Mr. SIMMONS's name was called) . I 
desire to announce that my colleague [Mr. SIMMONS] has been 
called away on important business. 

Mr. SUTHERLA.!\TD (when his name was called). I have a 
pair with the Senator frO'nl Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE], who is 
absent. On that account I withhold my vote. 

Mr. WALSH (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with-the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. LIPPITT], who is 
nbsent. I transfer tllat pair to the senior Senator from ~evada 
(Mr. NEWLANDS) and vote '' yea." 

Mr. WEEKS (when his name was called) . I inquire if the 
senior Senator from Kentucky [.Mr. JAMES] has voted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The Chair is iuformecl he 
bas not. 

Mr. WEEKS. I have a general t)nir with that Senator and 
therefore withhold my -rote. 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I transfer rny general pair with 

the senior Senator .from Missouri [Mr. STONEl to the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. STEPHENSON] and ·vote " uay." 

Mr. CLAPP (after having voted in the negHtiYe) . I am ad
vised that the junior Senator from Iowa [Mr. KENYON], to 
whom I transferred my pair, is paired witb the junior Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. CAMDEN]. I therefore withdra"· that 
transfer and now transfer my pair to tile junior Senator from 
Washington [Mr. POINDEXTER], and wil1 allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM (after having voted in the negative). I 
withdraw -my vote, as I have a general 11air with the senior 
Senator from .Maryland [Mr. SMITH], who is not present. 

Mr. CUMMINS. My colleague [Mr. KENYON] is absent ancl 
is paire:d with the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CAMDEN] . 
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. If my colleague were present and at liberty to vote on the pend
ing motion. he TI'Onld vote u nay." 

Mr. CRAWFORD (after having voted in the negative). I 
voted inadvertently and now discover that the senior Senator 
from Tennessee· [Mr. LEA] has not \oted. I have a general 
pair with that Senator, and therefore will withdraw my vote. 

Mr. JO~TES. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr. 
PoiNDEXTER] is neces ari1y absent. r am satisfied that if he 
were present he would vote "nay." 

1\lr. CULBERSON (after having voted in the affirmativ-e-). I 
transfer my general pair with the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. DU PoNT] to the Senator· from Kansas [1\lr-. THoMPsoN], 
and allow my Yote to stand. 

1r. MYERS. I inquire if the Senator .from Connecticut 
[Mr. McLEAN] has voted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that he 
has not. 

l\lr. MYERS. I transfer my pair with that Senator to the 
Senator from NeYada [Mr. PITTMAN] and vote "yea.'' 

1\lr. SIIAFROTH. I desire to announce the necessary absence 
of my colleague [i\Ir. '.rHOMAS] by permission of the Senate and 
to state tha t he is paired with the senior Senator from New 
York [1\lr. RooT]. 

:Mr. TOWNSENn (after ha.ving voted in the negati-ve). I 
had forgotten that I had made a pair with the Senator from 
Florida [l\lr. BRYAN]. I :find that I am not able to transfer it, 
and therefore I withdraw my yote. 

l\lr. GALLINGER. I was requested to announce the follow-
ing pairs: _ 

The Senator from Maine [l\fr. BURLEIGH] With the Senator 
from New Hampshire [llr. HoLLIS]; 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. GoFF] with the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN]; 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLIVER] with the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. OHA:MnEBLAIN]; and 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PENROSE] with the Sen
ator from Mississippi [l\Ir. WILLIAMS]. 

The result was announced-yeas 29, nays 26, as follows: 

Asbm·st 
Chilton 
('nlht>r son 
Flet cher 
Gore 
Hardwick 
Kem 
l .. ee, l\Id. 

Bot·nb 
Brady 
Brandegee 
Bl'istov,! 
Burton 
Catron 
Clapp 

YEAS-29. 
Martine, N.J. 
l\lyers 
O'Gorman 
Overman 
Owen 
Pomerene 
Ransdell 
Reed 

Robinson 
Saulsbury 
Shafroth 
Sheppard 
Shields 
Smith, Ariz. 
Smith, Ga. 
Smith, S.C. 

NAYS-26. 
Clark, Wyo. La Follette 
Cummins Lane 
Gallinger Lodge 
Gr·onna McCumber 
Hitchcock Nelson 
Johnson Norris 
Jones Perkins 

NOT VOTING-41. 
Bankhead Goff Oliver 
Brvan Hollis Page 
Bu:i·leigh Hughes Pem·ose 
Camden James Pittman 
Cham bet·lain Kenyon Poindexter 
Clarke, Ark. Ua, Tenn. Root 
Col t Lewis Shivwy 
Crawfo rd Lippitt Simmons 
Dillingham McLean Smith, Md. 
du l'ont Martin, Va. Smith, Mich. 
Fall Newlands Stephenson 

Swanson 
Thornton 
Vardaman 
Walsh 
White 

Sherman 
Smoot 

·Sterling 
WaTren 
Works 

Stone 
Sutherland 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Tillman 
Townsend 
Weeks 
Williarrur 

So the motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. After 30 minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened. 

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED. 
H. R.12050. An act reserving from entry, location, or sale 

lots 1 and 2, in section 33, township 13 south, range 4 west, 
New Mexico prime meridian, in Sierra County, N. Mex., and 
for other purposes, was read twice by its title and referred to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

H. R. 13222. An act to regulate the use of public-school build
ings and grounds in the District of Columbia was read twf.ce 
by its title and referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

H. R. 20241. An act making appropriations to supply urgent 
deficiencies in appropriations for the fiscal year 1915 and prior 
years, and for other purposes, was- read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

H. J. Res. 234. Joint resolution directing the selection of a 
site for the erection of a statue in Washington, D. 0., to the 
tnen:.ory of the I ate Mnj. Gen. George Gordon Meade was read 
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on the Library. 

R. J. Res. 366. Joint · resolution authorizing the s ·ecretary of 
. War to use any allotment made under the provisiou~ of an act 

approved October 2, 1914, entitled uAn act making appropri
atiOns for the construction, repairr, and preserYation of certain 
public ":'orks on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes," 
for the ~prov~mei!-t of East River and Hell Gate. N. Y., was 
read twice by Its title and referred to the Committee on Com
merce. 

PUllCHASE OF MINERAL LANDS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendmen~s . of the Rouse of Representatives to the bill ( •. 
2651). ~roV!dmg for the purchase and disposal of certain lands 
contammg the minerals kaolin, kaolinite. fuller's earth china 
clay, and ball clay within portions of Indian reservation's here
t?fore opened to settlement and entry, which were, on page 1, 
lines 4 and 5, to strike out "within such parts of Indian reser
v~ti~ns" and insert "in Tripp County in what was formerly 
Withm the Rosebud Indian Reservation in Soutll Dakota "· 
on P.age 2, }ine 11, to s~rfke out "for agricultural purposes~~ 
and msert to be determmed by the Secretary of the Interior " -
and to amend the title so as to read: "An act pro,'iding fo~ 
the purchase and dispo al of certain lands containinO' the min
erals kaolin, kaolinite, fuller's earth china clay anl' ball clay 
in Tripp County, formerly a part of 'the Rosebud Indian Re ·er: 
va tion in South Dakota.'' 

l\1r. STERLING. I ask that the amendments made by the 
House be concurred in. 

l\lr. SliOOT. I do not want to have the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House until I know more about them. I 
should Hke to have them go O>er and be printed, so that we 
can see what effect they will have upon the balance of the hill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah a ·ks 
that the amendment may go o>er and be printed. 

l\Ir. STEllLL ' G. I can state briefly what will be the effect 
of the amendments. The bill has just come . to my attention 
this morning in its amended form, but I think I can state the 
effect of the amendment . 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. If the Senator has no objection, I would very 
much prefer to have the amendments go over until to-morrow 
and be printed, because it is a very important bill. To the first 
am~ndment I haYe no objection, because it apQlies to only one 
Indtan reservation, but I do not know what the effect of the 

.other amendment will be upon the bill I a k that they may 
go oYer and be printed. . 

The PRESIDING OJfFIOER. If there is no objection, tl1o 
amendments will lie on the table and be printed. 

CIVIC TRAINING IN SCIIOOLS ( S. DOC. NO. 662). 

1\Ir. OWEN. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a statement by Wilson L. Gill on civic· training in 
schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklnhoma 
submitS' a request for the printing of a document, which the 
SecretaTy will state. 

Mr. OWEN. It is a statement from Wilson L. Gill on civic 
training in schools. 

1\Ir. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, I rise- to a point ot order. 
When we went into executive session Senate bill 3!>2 was pend· 
ing before the Senate. Having returned to legislati>e se ion, 
my point is whether that measure is now before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is now before the Sennte. 
1\fr. TO"\'\'NSEND. I prefer to have it proceeded with. I ill 

yield, however, to the Senator from Oklahoma for the r~ue ·t 
he makes. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Does the Chair rule that Senate bill 3!>2 i 
now before the Senate? . , 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. The Ohair under tand. 
that the Senate by an affirmativ-e yote decided to take up the 
bill. Its consideration was suspended pending the executive 
session. When the Senate returned to legislative session the 
Chair understands that the business which was before the • en
ate at the time of the executive session is again before the 
Senate. 

Mr. OVERY.A.N. I move that the Senate adjourn. 
Mr. OWEN. I ask the Senator from North Carolina· fo 

withhold the motion until action may be tatten on my request. 
Mr. OVERMAN. I withdraw the motion for the pre~ent. 
Mr SMOOT. I ask the Senator from Oklahoma if it is hi 

request that the paper be printed in the RECORD? 
Mr. OWEN. To print in the RECORD a statement from Wilson 

L. Gill on civic training in schools. 1\fr. Gill represented Gen. 
Wood in the teaching of civic training in the schools of Cuba. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am well acquainted with 1\fr. Gill, and a1 o 
acquainted with the report be has made. I thought :Mt·. Gill 
desil·ed to have the paper published as a Senate d-ocument 
rather than to have it appear· in the REC01ID . 
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Mr. OWE:..~. It is somewhat difficult to get a paper printed 

as a Senate document under the rule, because the motion has 
to go to the Committee on Printing and lie over for a certain 
time. ; 

· 1\lr~ GALLINGER. Not unless the request is insisted upon, . 
I wHl state to the Senator. 

Mr. S~!OOT. Not unless there is objection. 
1\lr. OWEN. If there is no objection, I ask permission that . 

it be printed as a document instead of in the RECORD. : 
Mr. S.MOOT. I have no objection to that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- ' 

quest of the Senator from Oklahoma? The Chair hears none, • 
and it is so ordered. 

1\fr. OVERMAN. I move that the Senate do now adjourn. 
Mr. O'GOR.M.AN. I understand a great many Senators will ' 

be absent to-morrow, and I move as an amendment to the mo
tion of the Senator from North Carolina that the Senate ad
journ to meet at 4 o'clock to-morrow afternoon, at which time 
I understand tlie concurrent resolution providing for a recess 
adjournment will become operative. 

l\lr. OVERM..ILN". I accept that. 
AGRICULTURAL COOPERATION AND RURAL CREDIT. 

1\!r. OWEN. I ask the Senator to suspend his motion .in 
order to permit me to offer a resolution to have printed 1,000 
additional copies of Senate Document No. 214, Agricultural Co
operation and Rural Credit in Europe, for which there is a very 
large demand. It bears on rural credits and banking.• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the resolu
tion will be read. 

The Secretary read the resolution ( S. Res. 507), as follows: 
Resolved, That there be printed 1,000 additional copies of Senate 

Document No. 214, part 1, Sixty-third Congress first session, entitled 
".Agricultural Cooperation and Rural Credit in Europe," for the use of 
the Senate document room. 

Mr. SUOOT. I ask that the resolution be referred to the 
Committee on Printing. 

Mr. OWEN. That course will be acceptable to me. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 

hears none, and the resolution will be referred to the Committee 
on Printing. 

REPORT ON RURAL CREDITS. 
1\fr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, if the Senator from North 

Carolina will withhold his motion, I offer a resolution for the 
printing of 10,000 additional copies of Senate Document 380, 
parts 1, 2, and 3, which is · the report of the United States Com
mission on Rural Credits. The copies are entirely exhausted 
and there is considerable demand for the document. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there is no objection, the 
resolution will be read. 

The SE:cretary read the resolution, S. Res. 508, as follows: 
Resolved~. That there be printed 10,000 additional copies of Senate 

Document .No. 380, parts 1, 2, and 3, Suty-third Congress, second ses
sion, entitled ".Agricultural Credit, Land-Mortgage or Long-Term 
Credit," for the use of the Senate document room. 

1\fr. SMOOT. I will ask the Senator what the expense 
will be. 

l\fr. FLETCHER. Three hundred dollars. 
Mr. SMOOT. There are three volumes of the report. 
Mr. FLETCHER. It is in three parts, and is the report of 

the commission transmitted to Congress by the United States 
Commission on Rural Credits. 

Mr. SMOOT. Has this report been printed by any of the 
departments? 

Mr. FLETCHER. No; it has not. It was printed by the 
Senate when the report was submitted, but it has not been 
printed by any department of the Government. · 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, I shall have to ask for the 
regular order. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The copies have been entirely exhausted. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Michigan 

calls for the regular order, which is the consideration of Senate 
bill 392. 

Mr. lf.,LETCHER. Let the resolution be referred to the 
Committee on Printing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be printed 
and referred to the Committee on Printing. 

ADJOURNMENT. 
Mr. TOWNSEl\'D. Regular order ! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is called l:for. 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN] moves that 
the Senate adjourn. Pending that the Senator from New York 
[Mr. O'GoRMAN] moves as an amendment that the Senate ad
journ to meet to-morrow, Wednesday, December 23, at 4 p. m., 
when it shall straightway adjourn under the terms of the con- · 
cun·ent resolution of the two Houses already agreed to. 

Mr. GALLINGER. I will ask if the concurrent resolution: 
names the hom· of adjournment to-morrow? 

Mr. OVERMAN. It does not. 
1\!r. O'GOR:MAN. It was my impression that it does. 
Mr. GALLI.l~GER. If it does not, the Senator should with~ 

draw that part of his motion. 
Mr. O'GORMAN. Very well; I withdraw that part of the 

motion. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I desire to raise a point of ordel' 

as to whether a motion to adjourn can be amended by a motion 
to adjourn to a day certain? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A simple motion to adjourn_ 
can not be amended. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Do I understand the motion of the Sena-
tor from New York to be debatable? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not. Questions pertain-
ing to adjournment are not debatable. · 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Upon the motion I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Michigan de
mands the yeas and nays on the motion made by the Senator 
from New York to adjourn. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. REED (when his name was called-). I transfer my pair 
as announced on the previous vote and vote "yea." 

Mr. SAULSBURY (when his p.ame was called). I make the 
same transfer as before and vote "yea." 

Mr. TOWNSEND (when his name was called). I transfer my; 
pair with the Senator from Florida [Mr. BRYAN] to the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. STEl>HENsoN] and vote "nay." 

Mr. WALSH (when his name was called). ·I transfer my pair 
with the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. LrPPI't'T] to the Sena~ 
tor from Nevada [Mr. NEWLANDS] and vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (after having voted in the nega

tive). I have a general pair with the senior Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. STONE]. I transfer that pair to the senior Sena
tor from Ohio [Mr. BURTON] and will allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. CRAWFORD (after having voted in the negative). May 
I inquire whether the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. LEA] has 
voted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed thnt he 
has not. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Then I withdraw my vote, as I have a gen
eral pair with that Senator, and have been unable to secure a 
transfer. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM (after having voted in the negative). I 
.find that the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. SMITH], with 
whom I have a pair, is not present. I transfer my pair with 
that Senator to my colleague [Mr. PAGE], who has been neces
sarily called from the Senate, and will allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. CLAPP. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator from 
North Carolina [1\Ir. SIMMoNs] to the junior Senator from 
Washington [Mr. PoiNDEXTER], and I will allow this announce
ment of my transfer to stand for the day. I vote "nay." 

Mr. CHILTON. I transfer my pair with the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. FALL] to the Senato1· fi·0m Indiana [.Mr.; 
SHIVELY] and vote "yea." 

Mr. 1\.IYERS. l transfer my pair with the Senator from Con• 
necticut [Mr. McLEAN] to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITT-
MAN] and vote "yea." · 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I again announce my pair with the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE], and on account of his 
absence I withhold my vote. 

l\lr. CLARK of Wyoming (after having voted in the neO'a"! 
tive). The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BURTON], to whom I tr~s
ferred my p~r with the Senator from Missouri [Mr. STONE] 
having ·entered the Chamber I withdraw my vote. '_ 

The result was announced-yeas 27, nays 30, as follows: 

Chilton 
Culberson 
Fletcher 
Hardwick 
Hughes 
James 
Johnson 

Ashurst 
Borah 
Brady 
Brandegee 
Bristow 
Burton 
Catron 
Clapp 

YE.AS-27. 
Lee, Md. 
Martine, N.J. 
Myers 
O'Gorman 
Overman 
Pomerene 
Ransdell 

Reed 
Robinson 
Saulsbury 
Shafroth 
Sheppard 
Shields 
Smith, Ariz. 

NAYS-30. 
Cummins 
Dillingham 
duPont 
Gallinger 
Gore 
Gronna. 
.Tones 
La Follette 

Lane 
Lewis 
McCumber 
Nelson 
Norris 
Perkins 
Sherman 
Smoot 

Smith, Ga. 
Smith, S.C. 
Swanson 
'l'bornton 
Vardaman 
White 

Sterling 
Townsend 
Walsh 
Warren 
Weeks 
Works 
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. NOT VOTING-39. 
Bankhead Goff Newlands 
Bryan Hitchcock Oliver 
Burleigh Hollis Owen 
Camden Kenyon Page 
Chambet·lain Kem Penrose 
Clark, Wyo. Lea, Tenn. Pittman 
Clarke, Ark. Lippitt Poindexter 
Colt Lodge Root 
Crawford McLean Shively 
Fall Martin, Va. Simmons 

Smlth,Md. 
Smith, 1\lic!J. 
Stephenson 
Stone 
Sutherland 
Thomas 
'.rhompson 
'l'illman 
Williams 

So 1\Ir. O'GoRMAN's motion was not agreed to. 
1\Ir. OVERMAN. The Senate has refused to adjourn to a 

day certain, as I understand, and now I move that the Senate 
adjourn. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion 
of the Senator from North Carolina. 

l\Ir. GALLINGER. Let us have the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called). Making the 

same announcement I did on the former · ballot, I vote "yea." 
Mr. CLARK of 'Vyoming (when his name was called). I 

ha•e a general pair with the senior Senator from Missouri 
. [:\Ir. SToNE], who is absent from the city. I therefore withhQld 
my Yote. If at liberty to vote, I should vote "ri.ay." 

1\Ir. CRAWFORD (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. LEA], 
and therefore withhold my vote. 

1\Ir. DILLI:KGHAM (when his name was called). I transfer 
my general pair witll the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
SMITH] to my colleague [Mr. PAGE] and vote "nay." 

Mr. S:\IOOT (when the name of 1\Ir. JoNES was called). I 
desire to announce that the senior Senator fr·om W:1shington 
[Mr. JoNES] has been called from the Chamber on public 
business. 

1\Ir. l\IYERS (when his name was called). I announce the 
same transfer of my pair as on the last vote. and vote "yea." 

~Ir. llEED (when his name was called). I make the same 
transfer of my pair as before announced, and vote "yea." 

1\Ir. SAULSBURY (when his nap1e was called). I transfer 
my pair as on the first roll call and vote " yea." 

.1\Ir. OVERl\1A..:.~ (-when the name of Mr. SIMMONS was called). 
I ao-ain announce, and will let the announcement stand for 
the day, that my colleague [l\Ir. Sr.MMONS] has been called 
away on account of important business. 

1\lr. SHA..li'ROTH (when the name of :Mr. THOMAS was 
ealled). I desire to announce the unavoidable absence of my 
colleague [Mr. THOMAS] and to state that he is paired with 
tlle senior Senator from New York [l\fr. RooT]. 

1\fr. TOWNSEND (when his name was called). I desire 
ngnin to announce the transfer of my pair with the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. BRYAN] to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
STEPHENsoN], and ·r vote ·• nay." 

Mr. WALSH (when his name was called). Making the same 
transfer of my pair as on the previous vote, I yote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
1\fr. CLARK of Wyoming. I transfer my general pair with 

the Senator from Missouri [Mr. STONE] to the Senator from 
'Vnshington [Mr. JoNES] and vote "nay." 

Mr. S::\IITH of Georgia (after having voted in the affirmative). 
I ob erve that the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LODGE], with whom I am paired, has not voted. I transfer my 
pair with that Senator to the junior Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
THOMPSON]. and will allow my vote to remain as recorded. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I have a general pair with the Senator 
from Arkansas [l\Ir. CLARKE], and as I have been unable to 
obtain a transfer I withhold my vote. 

The result was announced-yeas 28, nays 26, as follows: 
YEA8-28. 

Ashurst Johnson . Pomerene 8mlth, Ariz. 
Chilton Lee, 1\Id. Ransdell Smith, Ga. 
Culberson Martine, N.J. Reed Smith, S.C. 
Fletcher Myers Saulsbury Swanson 
Gon• O'Got·man Shafroth Thornton 
Hardwick Overman Sheppard Vardaman 
Hughes Owen Shields White 

NA.Y8-26. 
Borah Cummins Lewis Sterling . 
Brandegee Dillingh~m McCumber Townsend 
Bristow duPont Nelson Walsh 
Burton Gallinger Norris Warren 
Catron Gronna Perkins Works 
Clapp La Follette Sherman 
Clark, Wyo. Lane Smoot 

NOT VOTING-42. 
Bank.he·ad Camden Crawford Hollis 
Brady Chamberlain Fall James 
Bryan Clarke, Ark. Golf Jones 
BUI·leigh Colt Hitchcock Kenyon 

Kern Oliver Shively 
Lea, Tenn. Page Simmons 
Lippitt · Penrose Smith, Md. 
Lodge Pittman Smith, Mich. 
McLean Poindexter Stephenson 
Martin, Va. Robinson Stone 
Newlands Root Sutherland 

Thomas 
Thompson 
'.rill man 
Weeks 
Williams 

So the motion was agreed to; and (at 1 o'clock and 35 min· 
utes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until· to-morrow, Wednesday, 
D~ember 23, 1914, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CO~FIRM.ATIONS. 

Executi~:e nominations confirmed by the Senate December 22,1911. 
CONSULS. 

Lucien Memminger to l>e consul at .Madras, India. 
Albro L. Burnell to be consul at Rouen, France. 

CONSULS GENERAL. 
Frederick 1\I. Ryder to be consul general at Singapore, Strnits 

Settlements. 
Edwin S. Cunningham to be consul general at Hankow, Chinn. 

SUPERINT~NDENT FOR THE FI"\E CIVILIZED TlUBES IN OKLAHOMA . 
Gabe E. Parker to be superintendent for the Fi>e Ci\·ilized 

Tribes in Oklahoma. 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY. 

.John A. Fain to be 1Jnited Str.tes attorney for the western 
district• of Oklahoma. 

POSTMASTERS, 
ALABAMA . . 

Joseph S. 1\IcCain, Lineville. 
ARIZONA. 

Charles Osborne, Holbrook. 
CALU'ORNIA. 

Ross H. Hille. San Fernando. 
C. E. Tabler, Pa rliet·. 
B. A. Wilson, Los llanos. 

FLORID.i. . 
Milton D. Bell, luverne 

JDAHO. 
Thomas J. Ru sell, Post Falls. 

KENTUCKY. 
Edward 0. Gooch. Crab Orchnrd. 

MISSOURI. 
.Tames H. Campbell. Higginsville. 
Willian1 A.. Crow, Humansville. 
M. H. E till, King City. 
Eugene M. Goodwin, Odes a. 
Grover C. Gresham, Parkville. 
.T. C. Hall, Kearney. 
Francis A. Howard, Slater. 
Edgar R. Idol, Pleasant Hill. 
Louis P. Kern, Sainte Genevieve. 
.Tames R. Lowell, Moberly. 
R. N. Owsley, Windsor. 
Edwin Reavis, Sweet Springs. 
Charles A. Stoner, Ridgeway. 
Charles L. Welden, Maysville. 

MONTANA. 
Ephraim E. Hackett, Victor. 

NEW JERSEY. 
Charles E. Crane, Clayton. 
Harry F. Hinchman, jr., Convent Station: 
Edward W. Walker, Cranbury. 

NEW YORK. 
Allen S. Brower, Woodmere. 
Thomas .T. Courtney, Garden City. 
William M. Heaney, Cold Spring Harbor. 
Daniel F. Shea, Jamaica. 

NORTH CAROLINA. 
Mary H. Osborn, Oxford. 

OHIO. 

.John L. Shuff, Cincinnatl. 
PENNSYLVANIA. 

John Kehoe, Pittston. 
C. K. Spragg, Waynesburg. 
EJ. H. SutterJey, Morrisville. 



1914 .. CONGR,ESSION AL~ RECORD--HOUSF.l. 495 

G. P. Atchison, Erin. 
J. L. Haynes, Decherd. 
Kate Penn, Kenton. 

TENNESSEE. 

VERMONT. 
Patlick M. Meldon, Rutland. 

VIBGINI.A; 

J. William Sibert, Winchester. 
WEST VIRGINIA, 

William W. Ir.win, Wheeling. 
WYOMING. 

W. A. Johnson, Green River. 

HOl.JSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
TUESDAY, Decembe1· 22, 1914. 

The House met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
~'he Dhaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer : 
Infinite· Spirit, our heaTenly Father, whose resources are 

boundless, look with cop1passion upon our limitations, our 
frailties and infirmities. Let Thy favor be with us in every 
high resoh-e, noble impulse, and worthy endeavor. Discourage 
every petty desire, ignoble ambition and purpose. In all ques
tions of moment, social, political, or religious, give us the cour
age of our convictions, assured that Thou wilt deal justly with 
all who strive to serve Thee and their fellow men; that Thy 
kingdom may indeed come in all our hearts, and Thy will be 
done in earth as it is in heaven. In His name. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings. of yesterday was. read and 
approved. 

PROHIBITION. 
.Mr. HENRY rose. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair wants to suggest, both to the 

House· and to the people in the galleries, that there are going 
to be 10 mortal hours of speech making here to-day, and maybe 
more, and some of it, perhaps, will be rather lively, and the . 
Chajr asks Members to help keep o1·der, and the people in the 
galleries, too. The gentleman from 'I'exas [Mr. HENRY] is 
recognized. 

THE HOBSON PROHIBITION A.MEND!>fENT. 

Mr. HENRY. 1\Ir. Speaker, I submit a privileged resolution 
from the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will' report it. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Hous~ resolution No. 687 (H. Rept. 1248). 
Resol?;ed, That immediately upon the adoption of thls resolution the 

House shall proceed to the consideration of House joint resolution 168. 
There shall be not exceeding eight hours of general debate, to be 
divided equally between those favoring and those opposing the resolu
tion. At the conclusion of such general debate the resolution shall 
be considered for amendment under the five-minute rule. Whereupon 
the previous question shall be considered as ordered on the resolution 
and all pending amendments to final passage without any intervening . 
motion except one motion to recommit: Provided, That all 1\Iemb.ers 
speaking upon the resolution or amendments offered thereto shall have 
the privile"'e of extending their remarks in the RECORD, and_ all Mem
bers shall have the right to print· remarks for not exceeding five legis
lative days: Pro1Jided further, T,hat all debate shall be confine<l to the 
snbject matter of the resolution. - -

Mr. 1\IANN. - Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield· for a , 
question, before the debate commences, as to the form of the 
resolution? 

Mr. HENRY. Yes. 
l\fr. 1\fANN. I notice that the resolution says that ~'the reso

lution shall be considered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule, whereupon the previous question sllil.ll be considered as 
ordered." When will that be? " 

1\Ir. HENRY. · That means that the previous question will be 
ordered after the amendments are. offered. 

Mr. 1\IANN. Suppose Members keep continually offering 
amendments for the rest of the night. When would the previous 
question be ordered? 

l\ir. HEl\'RY. After they get through offering amendments. 
There is no desire to cut them off. 

l\Ir. :MANN. Men might offer amendments until Christmas. 
· Mr. HENRY. I have no objection to that. 
1\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, as I understand the rule, 

it nllows amendments to be offered. and after the completion of 
the offering of amendments they will all be voted on. 

1\Ir. 1\.IA.l~N. They might offer amendments from now until 
doomsday if there is no way of closing the right to offer amend
ments. I do not know that that privilege would be abused, but 

I can readily coneeive that peopM might keep on offering amend
ments. 

1\Ir. HEN:RY. I assume that that course wHl not be pur ned. 
But if some one should undertake to offer amendments " until 
doomsday" the Oommittee on Rules might find a remedy - to 
stop it. 

1\Ir. ADAIR. 1\!r. Speaker, may I ask the ,gentleman a ques-
tion? 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield? 
l\1r. CRISP rose. 
1\Ir. HENRY. Just one moment, until we can see if we can 

agree upon a time for debate ou the rule. 
Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, will. _the gentleman yield? 
The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HENRY. Yes. 
Mr. CRISP. ~ wanted to ask the gentleman this question: 

If the resolution made no special provision for amendments, 
would not the general rules of the House control the situation? 
There would be four amendments offered. 

Mr. HENRY. Yes; I think so: and the debate could be 
closed . by a motion. I do not think that quesUon amounts to 
anything. I do not think anyone will want to delay the vote 
on this resolution and amendments to-night. 

Mr. ADAIR. .Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yi€ld to me 
now? 

Mr. HENRY. I would like to arrange for an agreement as to 
time for d~b~te· on the ruLe. Then I will yield to the gentle
man. 

1\lr. -AD .. UR. Five days are given in which to print. Does 
that mean five days from t o-day? . 

Mr. HENRY. Five days ft cm now. 
Mr. SABATH. Fh-e legisla tive days. 
Mr. BaRTLETT. Five legislative days from to-day. May 

I ask the gentleman a question, 1\!r. Spe..'lker? 
The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield? 
Mr. HE!\TRY. Yes .. 
Mr. BARTLETT. What would prevent anyone who desires 

to d<> so, after general debate, from calling for the previous 
question, regardless of the fact that the rule staws that the 
previous question at a certain time shall be considered as 
ordered? It is in the power of the House, if it desires to do so, 
to order the previous question earlier,._ is it not? 

Mr. HENRY. I hardly think the 1·ule would ·bear that con
struction. 

1\Ir. BARTLET'L What is to prevent it? 
Mr. HENRY. I think it is worded so as not to bear that con

struction. The idea is to allow freedom of amendment and of 
debate, and the rule is drawn liberally for that purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman from Kansas 
[l\1r. CAMPBELL] if we can agree upon a time that shall be 
allowed for debating the rule'? 

Mr. CAl\!PBELL. What suggestion does the gentleman rom 
Texas make in that regard? .-

1\fr. HEl\TRY. I suggest one hour to each side-=-one hour to 
be .controlled by myself and one hour by the gentleman from 
Kansas. 

l\1r. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I think that will b.e satis-
factory. "' 

Tbe SPEAKER. '.rhe gentleman from- Texas [Mr. HENRY] 
asks unanimous consent that the debate on this rule be limited 
to two hours, one hour to be controlled by himself and the other 
by the gentleman from Kansas {l\Ir. ·CAMPBELL]. Is there ob-
jection? - -

1\Ir. 1\IANN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. ' Speaker, I 
take it that the debate on the rule will be mainly a debate on 
the resolution. If an hour on each side is grantecl, is it ex
pected that that time will be equally divided on the two sides 
between those against and those for the resolution? 

Mr. HENRY. That would be my intention; yes. I would 
like to see it that way. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman include in his request 
that at the end of two h-Ours t.he previous question is ordered 
or not? 

1\Ir. HENRY. No; I did .not. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 

for ·one hour. . 
Mr. HENR-Y. Mr. Speaker, I think the reading of the rule 

is a sufficient explanation of its terms. It provides for eight 
hours' general debate on wh~t is known as the Hobson resolu
tion. At the end of the general debate the resolution shall be 
open to amendment under the five-minute rule. Therefore I 
think tbe rule is liberal iin regard to debate and discussion under 
the five-minute rule. At the end of that time, if the rule ·is 
adovted, the previous question is ordered on the Hobson reso-

--
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Iution. One motion to· recommit is allowed; and each Member . 
who speaks wiH ha\·e the right to exten~ his remarks. in the 
RECORD, aiid ·others who do not speak will have the r1ght to 

· print remarks. 
Mr. ?~!ANN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 

question? 
Mr. HENRY. Yes. 
1\Ir. MANN. The gentleman stated that under the :x:ule the 

resolution would be open for amendme!Jt under the five~minute 
rule. 

Mr. HENRY. Yes. 
Mr. MAl~N. And then he stated that at the end of the offer

ing of amendments the previous q uestlon would be ordered on 
all the amendments. . 

Mr. HENRY. Yes. 
Mr. MANN. But" under the five-minute rule amendments 

are disposed of as they are offered. 
Mr. HENRY. Yes; that is true. 
Mr. MANN. Is that the expectation in this case? 
Mr. HENRY. We expect them all to be offered. 
Mr. 1\IANN. Is it the intention to have the amendments dis

posed of under this rule as they are offered? 
Mr. HENRY. Well, I think we could do that. I think that 

wpuld be a practical way. We do not want to hold to any hard 
and fast rule about this, if there is any way to allow perfect 
freedom of a:::::1endment. 

Mr. MANN. · If we know in advance, it may save a great deal 
of confusion at the -end. That is the reason I ask. 

Mr. HENRY. I think it would be better to vote on them as 
they are offered. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I assume that every Member who favors 
the Hobson national prohibition amendment will vote for this 
rule; and· that Members who are opposed to the Hobson amend
ment, as I am, will vote for the rule, in order that this House 
may come to a direct vote on the main proposition. It seems 
to me thitt any Member who votes against this rule, with all 
due respect to that vote, would be evading the question, and 
would not please either the proponents of the amendment or 
those who are opposed to it. 

T-his is a great national question, and the time has come 
. when the American people have a right to hear the voices of 

their Representatives on this national IJrohibition amendment 
by direct vote in this House. The Committee on Rules have 
deemed it wise to bring this matter before the House in order 
that the Members may settle it for their constituencies and for 
the people. It is a unanimous report of the Committee on Rules, 
and after this question has been held in the Judiciary Commit
tee and in the Committee on Rules for a number of months, and 
has become a great issue in all the States of this Union, we 
have thought it exactly right to bring it before the House of 
Representatives, the only body that-can make final disposition 
of the subject, and allow them to vote. and determine whether 
it be deemed necessary to propose the amendment. 

As far as I am concerned, my vote in committee was to report 
the rule. I support it on the floor of this House, and when it 
is adopted I shall take my stand against the Hobson resolution 
because I belie-re it to be unwise and undemocratic and ough_t 
not to be a question pending any longer in the American House 
of l~epresentatives. We ought to meet it squarely and dispose 
of it here to-day, and when the time comes I shall cast my vote 
against it. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. LENROOT: Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HENRY. ·I wiU yield for a · question. 
Mr. LENROOT. I should l~e to ask the gentleman a ques

tion about the rule itself. The rule seems to be contradic
tory with reference to implying that there will be pending 
amendments for consideration when the previous question is 
ordered. I ask-the gentleman if he wiH not consent to modify 
the amendment by striking out the word·s "and all pending 
amendments "? 

Mr. HENRY. Oh, yes; I ~gree to tl).at. I make . that re
quest-to strike out the words "and all pen~ing am~ndments." 

Mr. MADDEN. Then the amendments · will be disposed of 
under the fiye-minu.te . rule? 

Mr. HENRY. Yes; as they are read. . 
· Mr. ·SABATH. That will not preclude any Member from 

offer in~ mnendme.nts Jater on? · 
l\fr. HENRY. Not at all. . . ~ . . 
The SPEAKER The Clerk will report the proposed amend

ment. 
Mr. HEJ\~Y. Mr. Speaker, I hope this will not be taken out 

of my time. 
. _The srEAKER. No; it will not be taken out of the gentle-
mnn'::; time. 

The Clerk read· as follows : 
Strike out of the rules the words " and ail pending ainendjpents." 

1\fr. STAFFORD. 1\fr. Speaker, we would like to have the 
text of the resolution read as proposed to be amended, so that 
we will understand the purport of it. . 

The SPEAKER. So wou1d I like to have it read. 
The CLERK. So that as a.mended the rule will read: 
Resolved, That immediately upon the adoption or this resolulioa 

the House shall proceed to the consideration of House joint resolution 
168. There shall be not exceeding eight bours or general debate. to 
be divided equally between those favoring and those opposing the re::;o-

.lution. At the conclusion of such general debate the ·resolution shall 
be considered for amendment under the five-minute rule. Whereupon 
the previous question shall be considered as ordet·ed on the resolution 
to final passage without any intervening motion- · 

And so forth. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The· SPEAh'""ER. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. HENRY] 

used five minutes. 
Mr. CAMPBE.LL. Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order a 

discussion and vote on an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to prohibit traffic in intoxicating liquors. The 
resolution is submitted to the States in the usual way for their 
consideration. It raises this great question for the first time 
in the House of Representatives. 

Already the people have -roted for the suppression of the 
traffic in intoxicating liquors covering 76 per cent of the area 
of the United States, and 57 per cent of the population. 

The Gov:ernme.nt at Washington has for years prohibited · the 
traffic in intoxicating liquors on Indian reservations and at mili
tary reservationfl and posts, and recently at naval stations and 
in the Navy and all United States soldiers' homes. 

Twelve years ago the Congress prohibited the sale of into~i
cating liquors in the Capitol Building. 

Why should any commodity be under the ban of the law to 
the extent that this already is in the United States? Evidently 
because the traffic in intoxicating liquors is a bad thing. These 
are times of great events. Europe ·has staged, let us hope, the 
last act in the tragedy of war. [Applause.] Incident to that 
great · tragedy some important. things have been done. . The 
Czar of Russia, at the beginning of the war, deemed it impor~ 
tant to his Empire and to his ~people that. he should hnve under 
his · control the best physical and mental fiber that . his people 
possessed, and he issued a ukase prohibiting duripg the contin
uance of the war traffic in alcoholic liquors. The Czar of Rus
sia took this important action in the "fl!ce of the fact that. the 
ukase denied to the. treasury of the Russian Empire almost a 
half billion of dollars in revenue on the very threshold of .an 
expensive war. Evide~tly t11e Czar deemed it more important 
to his Empire and his people that he should prosecute the war 
with men free from the influence of alcoholic liquors than that 
·his treasury should have a half billion dollars a year for the 
payment of the expenses of the war. 

France very recently has prohibited the sale of absinthe and 
other alcoholic liquors during the war. 

On the 21st day of November, 1910, William. Emperor of Ger
many, in addressing the naval cadets at Flensburg, said in part 
what I ask the Clerk to read. 

The Clerk read as follows; 
I know 'very well that pleasure in drinking is an old heritage or the 

Germans, but we must, by self-discipline, free ourselves from the evil. 
In · the course of my reign of 22 years I have observed that of the 

great num.ber Of cr~es which have been appealed to me for decision, 
nine-tentbs were due to alcohol. 

Formerly it used to be consid-ered a smart thing. for a youth to take 
and ''carry" a great quantity of alcohol. Those ideas belong to the 
•.rrurty Years·' War, and not longer fit our times. 

Naval service demands a height of · elfort which it is hardly pos· 
elble to wrpass. It is necessary that you be able to endure contln~al 
heavy strain without- exhaustion in order to be fresh for emergenc1es. 
In the next great war • * • nerve power will decide the victory. 
Now the nerves are undermined and endangered from youth up by the 
use of ·alcohol. Victory will lie with the nation that uses the smallest 
amount of alcohol. Therefore do not count the use of alcohol one ol: 
your privileges.- · . 

This is a matter of great imoortance to our navy and to our people. 
If you tmin the troops to re!lounce alcohol, I shall have sound and 
sane subjects. The men when they leave the - service will carry the 
thought b&ck to the country. I b<'g your cooperation in this work. 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Will my friend permit a question? 
l\fr. CAMPBELL. A very brie.f _one, for my time is short. 
1\fr. BARTHOLDT. Does my ·friend ·regard this as an · argu. 

nient for prohibition? 
Mr. CAMPBELL. I submit it· as such. 
Mt~. BARI!'HOLDT. The Emperor speaks of self-discipline, 

·so -that it is an argument ·for· -temperance and not prohibition. 
We agree with -him.- . . 
···Mr. CAJ\fPBELL. · -The Emperor evidently ·believed that it 
was essential to his people that· they abstain from the use· of 
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J.ntoxicating)iquor~ _ so that they .coulcl .ser'.'e. their cQu.ntry well ·States. · Colorado, · Nebraska, and Missouri have heretofore 
in war. If mental and physical fiber of the highest order are sent liquor into Kansas. It would be far easier to enforce pro· 
important in war, they are alike ·important in peace, for the •hibition ··of the t1·affic in intoxicating liquors in the United 

·.duties of peace are· no less important tlian those of · war . . If State-s · under national prohibition than under prohibition in 
the Empe'r01; of· Germany cleenis ·it detrimental . to the naval segregated counties and States, with the business legal lmme
cadets in the service of his navy to use intoxicating liquors, diately· surrotniding thein. · ' 
·the American people ·who look well to the peace of their coun- · · Mr: HOBSON. Will the gentleman permit me one moment? 
try may, likewise take steps to provide for a 'sober people to Mr. CAMPBELL. · Mr: Speaker,. how much time have I used? 
·engage in the pursuits of peace. _ The SPEAKER. The gentleman has used 20 minutes. 
· It· is ch~rged against the liquor tratfic that it is responsible · Mr . . CAMPBELL. I must ·reserve the. remainder of my time. 
for 50 per cent of ' the crime in the United States; the German The SPEAKER. The gentleman reserves 40 minutes. 

' Empero~· says nirie-teriths ·of the · crime in Germany. · That is a ·· Mr.' HENRY: Mr. Speaker, I yield 25 minutes to the gentle. 
·more severe charge than is made by the advocates <?f prohibition man from Kentucky [Mr. CANTRILL]. 
in the United States; but the Emperor of Germany makes that : Mr. CANTRILL. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House. 
'assertion-that in his Empire intoXicating liquor is responsible I . take it 'for ·.granted that the rule will be adopted, and there
for niue.tenths of the crime. Anything that is I:esponsible for fore in the limited time· that I have I shall address myself to 
so great a percentage of crime ought to be prohibited. . the -resolution pending before the House. 

· It is claimed that in the United States the traffic in intoxi- · Mr. Spe3;ker, I yield to no man in my desire to vote for such 
eating liquors is, directly or indirectly, responsible for 25 per legislation as will promote the cause· of real temperance in the 
·cent of· the poverty; 37 per cent of the pauperism, 45.8 per cent use of intoxicating liquors. I have the honor to represent on 
.of child misery, 25 per cent of insanity, 19.5 per cent of divorces, this floor a temperate constituency, not only in the use of in~ 
and 50 per cent of the crime . . These are grave charges, an~ toxicating liquors but one temperate in legislation along with 
their truth has not been denied. . · all other matters: No evil is greater than intemperate legis
. Intox~cating liquors cost the American people for the year 1913 lation,· and I consider the question now pending · before this 
almost, if not quite, two and one-half blllions of dolla~s. I ask Honse the most intemperate measure that could be devised. 
in all candor what the American people got for that enormous . The ~an who keep·s hi~self temperate and practices it in his 
sum of money besides poverty, insanity; crime, and misery for own household and commtmity has accomplished a great lif~ 
women and children? What good did they get? Whom .besides .work, but when he undertakes to force his views upon others 
'the seller was benefited? · . _ contrary to. their wishes by unjust and undemocratic laws he 
· To-d.ay eV'ery great railway company in the country prohibits beeomes grossly iritempe'rate and violates, in my judgment, every 
the use of intoxica.ting liq~ors. QY its _ell.lploy~es. · Recently the true principle of individual liberty and American government. 
'industrial enterprises of the country are following in the lead The intemperate man in the use .of liquors can cure himself, 
of the railways and are prohibiting the use of intoxicating liq- b.~t he is the h_elpless victim of intemperate legislation, be
uors by their employees. . . · cause he is forced to seek relief through those who represent 

A few days ago the Illinois Steel Corporation posted a notice h~m. . 
over the gates leading into the shops serving notice that the I de.sire first to discuss this measure, commonly called the 
·employees could choose between the job inside and the use of Hobson resolution, . from the standpoint of a Democrat. I 
.liquor. There is omething so deleterious and detrimental and .believe in the principles Qf my party, and as a representative 
harmful in the use of intoxicating liquors that it is worthy of of a Democratic constituency I f~el that ~t is my duty to cast 
the serious consideration of the American people. The question my vote here in accord with the declarations of my party in 
is, Is prohibition of the manufacture, importation, and sale the national convention. 
proper means of saving all the people from the harm that comes From 1856 to 1912 the Democratic Party has in national con· 
from the use of intoxicating liquors by some of the people?· vention taken a determined stand against the principle in-
. E\'ery .other means has been tried. The growth of the use of volved in this proposed resolution now before the House. I 
intoxicating liquors in the United States is alarming . . It is will incorporate in my speech extracts from the platforms of 
said that it fell off in the last year or two. Well, the con- ·my party which I consider binding on me. In my p1imary 
sumption of almost everything fell off in the l_ast year or two, campaign I took an open position against the Hobson resolu
but the alarming fact is that there has been an enormous in- tion, and I desire to say to this House that 10 of the 12 conn
crease in the last half century in the United States in the use ties in my district are as dry as any counties in the United 
of intoxicating liquors. Has it benefited the m:illhood and the States. I told the people of my district that if elected I would 
womanhood and the childhood of America? If so, in what vote against it, and therefore I am here to-day to redeem that 
respect? . promise. So much for my duty as a Democrat as I see it. 
- Any scourge that caused injury to the live stock belonging to Turning away from the political consideration of this meas· 
the American people that the liquor h·affic caused to the man- ure, I am opposed to it because, as I read it, if made a part 
·hood and womanhood and the childhood of America in 1913 of the law of the land, it would permit the free and unlimited 
would engage the serious attention of this Congress and of the IlJ.anufacture of intoxicating liquor for personal .u·se in com
·country, and steps would be taken for the elimination of such a munities where now, under the Democratic principle of local 
scourge at any cost. · self:government; it is prohibited. I would not vote for a meas
. The people will have to make some sacrifice in a pecuniary ure to force the manufacture of liquor upon a State or com
way in order to rid themselves of this traffic. It pays a tax . mnnity which had voted against such manufacture, and there-
of nearly half a billionilollars, just about the same amount that fore I would not vote to give the Federal Government power to~ 
the Czar of Russia sacrificed when he prohibited the traffic in prohibit its manufacture in a State or community which >oted. 
his Empire. Are the American people willing to do in peace for its manufacture. I believe in local self-government and 
what the Czar of Russia did on the threshold of war? It is State rights. The cry goes up from those favoring this propo
now a question for their serious consideration and for yours. sition that we should be willing to let a majority of the people 
· l\.1r. KAHN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a rule, yet under the resolution it would be possible for 45 per 
question? cent to rule 55 per cent of our population. There are 12 States 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Very briefly. with a population of 51,000,000 people that could be controlled 
Mr. KAHN. Did I understand the _gentleman to say that 76 by 36 States with a population of 40,000,000. So that it would 

per cent of the area of the United States is now dry? be possible under this measure for a minority to control' a / 
. Mr. CAMPBELL. That is the claim. large majority of our citizens upon a matter which is largely 
. 1\fr. KAHN. Under prohibition laws? social and moral in its nature. In my judgment this is unwise 
· 1\f~·. CAMPBELL. Local county option - and State prohibi- and unfair legislation. I am not afraid to accept the judg
tion. ment of the American people, but I contend that . on a local, 
: 1\lr. KAHN. And yet the gentleman says that the sale of moral, and social matter each community is best qualified to 
liquor is increasing in this country? judge for itself. To surrender the idea of local self-government 
·, 1\fr. CAl\IPBELL: It has grown enormously in the last 40 on this question is, in my opinion, detrimental to the true 
years. ·, . cause of temperance as the term is commonly understood . . 
r Mr. HOBSON. 1\Ir. Speaker, will the gentleman permit me Therefore as a Democrat I am in favor of local option as the 
to answer the question? • . best .way to handle the liquor problem. In taking this new 
: 1\Ir. 'CAMPBELL. !'.will ausw:er the gentleman. The trouble I stand with the great leader of my party. President Wilson, 
about it is that local-option counties are surrounded by counties .who . so clearly and forcibly . expressed this idea in n letter 
_that pe~·:mJt· the sale o~ liquor, and the -liquor flows ov~r inJo the .r'ecently sent to _the Rev. Thomas B. Shannon, of New Jet·sey. 
county in which it_s sale is - prohibited . . The same if? true of · It is very evident that drastic and undemocratic legislation in 

LII--32 
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the various States along the lines of State-wide prohibition have 
not brought relief to the true temperance cause or else this 
resolution would not be ~rsked for to-day. The fact that it is 
bere proves the claims of great progress for temperance is not 
well founded. 

How can we be asked to trust the judgment of the proponents 
of this resolution when tbey have made such a failure in the 
States? '£he whole program -of legislation in the States has 
been to sub titut~ blind tigers and low dives for the taxed saloon. 
1 make no defense of the saloon, but contend that it is prefer
able to the blind tiger. 

Our friends on the other side tell us that they have been 
successful in the States in the cause of temperance. I accept 
.Mr. HoBso~ as their greatest leader and best-posted adviser, 
and I quote from a letter which he addressed to President Wil
son on September 30, 1914, on this subject: 

I am convinced that such an increased tax would wipe out of ex
ist<'nce at least 50i000 blind tigers and would produce a net revenue of 
$125,000,000 to $ 50,000,000. Let me call your attention to the fact 
that these blind tigers and blind pigs and other low dives that would 
·be suppressed are the chief agents which debauch the boys. Investi
gation shows that tbe drunkard contracts bis habits before -be reaches 
his majority, and it is not dt·inking men tbat teach the boys to drink, 
but these blind tigers operated systematically in spite of law and local 
regulations. 

If ·state prohibition has built up 50,000 blind tigers in this 
country, bow many more thousands will come as the result of 
national prohibition? The law can only be enforced in com-; 
munities where public sentiment is back of it, and natioqal pro
hibitio'n to be enforced would require this country to be Rus
sianized. Our friends on the other side point with pride to the 
stand recently taken by Russia on the liquor question, but they 

. -do not lay stress on the fact that Russia has in the field 
5,000,00() armed men with which to enfoi·ce that decree. Is· it 
their purpose to give us the same form of Government for its 
enforcement in this Republic? 

.Mr. Speaker, as a Representative of a great constituency on 
this floor, I do not believe that my people would call on me to 
cast a vote tba t would destroy millions of dollars' worth of 
property of the citizens of any other State, without compensa
tion for that property, and therefore I will not cast my vote 
to-day to permit other States to destroy over one hundred and 
fifty millions of property belonging to the citizens of my State 
without compensation to my people. · 

When this property in Kentucky is destroyed the effect is to 
almost double the taxes of the citizens of Kentucky on their 
farms aud homes and incomes from all sot'trces. If the citizens 
·of Kentucky walk to the polls and deliberately vote to double' 
their own taxes, that is a different question entirely from other 
.States forcing upon Kentuc1.""Y a double tax rate against her 
will. Kentucky has for years paid into the Federal Treasury 
$35,000,000 per annum in internal-revenue taxes. This money 
has for years gone into other States of the Union to pay pen
sions, for river improvements, for all branches of Fedf>ral 
activities. I ask you, gentlemen, since your States have gotten 
the beuefits of this money, is it fair to destroy our property, 
which has contributed these hundreds of millions to the wel
fare of the entire country, without compensation to our 
citizens? 

The enforcement of this amendment would destroy two hun
dred and thirty millions of revenue per annum and at the same 
time permit the free and unlimited manufacture of intoxi
cating liquors for personal use. The real and sincere prohibi
tionist might probably stand for real prohibition and increased 
taxes, but I doubt if he would be content with increased taxes 
and increased manufacture of intoxicating liquor that would be 
sure to come under this resolution. We upon this side of the 
Chamber should recall what happened last fall, when owing to 
a great war we were forced to increase the taxes of the people 
100,000,000. If we pass thi amendment and increase it still 

further to the extent of two hundred and thirty millions more 
in ta xes on the farms, homes, and incomes of the people, there 
will not be enough of u left on this side to demand a call of 
the House. For years tbere has been a Prohibition Party in 
this country, but it has never made any headway with the 
Toter . et OUl' party, in control of the Nation, is called upon 
to adopt prohibition, which has been repudiated time and time 
again at the polls. If we do so, we had as well prepare to go 
out of power in the Nation, because we have gone back on all 
of the time-honored teachings of our party and shown our
selves to .be utterly incompetent to manage the fiscal affairs 
of the Goyernment without taxing to the limit the labor and 
property of our citizens. · 

I believe that my party has a much greater mission to per
form for the Nation than to adopt the one question of prohibi
tion, which adoption would forever put us out of power. I am 
not prepared to >ote to exchange all of the great possibilities 

f<?r.g.ood in my party for tbe one doubtful trial of national pr~ 
h1b1tlon. 

I stated tllat this resolution does not prohibit tlle manufaco~ 
ture of intoxicating liquor for personal use. I call attention; ' 
to pages 20, 21, and 23 of a hearing before the Committee on. J 
the Judiciary on April 15, 1914, when .Mr. HoBSON admitted 
that such was the case. · . 

On page 28 of the same hearing Mr. HoBSON made the state• 
ment that 55 per cent of the population of this country and 71.5"·. 
of the .area was. under prohibition laws, meaning that this 1 

population and this area had neither tlle sale nor manufacture 
of int<?x_.lcating. liquor, and yet he comes here to-day with a· 
proposition which would permit the manufacture for personal 
use among .these millio~. of people who have already Totedi 
t?at they did not want It manufactured in their midst. I be
lieve that I am a better temperance man than .Mr. HonsoN, 
when by my vote here to-day I vote to uphold the judo-ment ot 
these ~~ions living in this great area, who have ~der the 
Democratic doctrine of State rights and by local option put 71.5 
per cent of the Nation under prohibition. 

If there is to be prohibition, let it come through the <:hannels 
o~ local option, an~ then no one can complain that his pers(~nal 
rights. have been. mterfered with and his liberties abrid"'ed. 
Certamly our prohibition friends ought to be content with othe 
11rogress of th~ir work if it is as great as they contend. With 
~ut 30 per cent of the area of the country outside of their Jines, 
It see~s to me that .they make a great mistake when they give 
up their present policy and go after national prohibition, which 
they themselves claim they have no hope of securing in the 
next 25 years. · 

There is in the land a great body of high-priced paid agita
tors who are clamoring for national prohibition. It is their 
pro~ession, and Members of this Ho.use should not be swept off 
their feet by demands from that body. The paid leaders have 
not dealt fairly with the great body of the people in tbe coun
try. They have misled thousands of sincere, honest, and God
f~a_ring peopl~ into ~elieying that this resolution means prohi
bition, when m reality It means unrestricted manufacture of 
intoxicating liquors. It is our duty to be frank with our people 
and go back b~fore them like men and meet the issue, because 
they can be trusted to be fair and square with th·eir senants 
here. For this very reason I presented this question to the 
people of my district-10 of my 12 counties are "dry "-before 
e~ection, and explal~ed what it was. As a Democrat I had my 
news on the question, and stated that I was against it. I 
stated in my campaign and I state here that I stand for tem
perance, but a measure which permits t.he free and unlimited 
manufacture of liquor is not a temperance measure. The Hob
son resolution, instead of being called a prohibition resolution, 
should be named " a resolution legalizing the unlimited manu
facture of intoxicating liquor without taxation." 

It is contended that the manufacture of liquor is an evil. 
If it is, it should be heavily taxed, and the e taxes used for 
good roads, ~o?d schools, and good government in city, county, 
State, and 1-i:abon. Then, at least, some good can come to mil
lions of citizens. Under the Hobson resolution we have all ot 
the evils of manufacture and none of the good coming from the 
taxes. It is admitted that evil comes from the intemperate 
use of intoxicating liquors; but in a Republic to enact laws 
which would make the temperate man the slave of another man 
in that he must take orders as to what he can eat and drink 
is a greater eyil. The theory of prohibition is that a hundred 
mrn of temperate habits must have their personal rights denied 
because the one man is intemperate. The spirit, to my mind, 
is un-.Americnn and undemocratic, and should not be given 
approval by this body. 

Thi resolution takes away from the city, county, and State 
the right to settle the liquor question for themselves arid dele
gates that power to the Federal Government. I believe that 
the voters of my city, county, and State know better what is 
to the interests of their boys than does the American Congress, 
and I do not by my vote propose to disfranchise my neighbors . 
and the citizens of my State on this great' question of the regu· 
lation of the traffic in liquor. I am willing to risk the fathers 
of Kentucky boys to settle this questiQll in Kentucky as they 
deem best for the moral _interests ot their sons. They know, 
the conditions and environments which surround them, and the 
American Congress as a . wboJe does not. Therefore, with all 
due respect to my colleagues here, I will without be. it:ation 
cast my vote to-day against the disfranchisement of the fathers 
of Kentucky on this issue. 

I warn my colleagues from some of the Southern States 
against the dangerous ground on which they tread when they, 
vote for the destruction of property without compensation. 



l 

1914. CONGRESS! ON AL RECORD-HOU S:Q. 499 
I <'nution you that there is pending another question here cause hope to gain? The record sbows that prohibition hinders 

involving the snme principle as is in this resolution. If you real temperance. 
vote for this, then you _ can not complain if the Federal Gov- Mr. Speaker, I desire to read from the speech of former 
ernmcnt takes away from the States the right to control United States Commissionet· of Internal Revenue, Hon. Royal 
suffrage, which would bring a revolution in the social life of E. Cabell, of Virginia. No man is in a better position to get at 
the South. I expect to stand against the proposition o:t the the real facts of the liquor business in the country than the 
Federal Go>ernment regulating the suffrage of the States. This Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
question sho-uld be dealt with entirely by the States. I stand Mr. Cabeli, speaking in Richmond, Va., on May 14, 1914, used 
against this proposition ot the Federal Government regulating these words: 
the personal and social habits of the people of the States. First. Records, Federal and local , show that the enactment or State
Have the American people become. so weak and helpless that wide prohibitory laws not only does not prohibit but that it does not 
Congress must act as their guardian in matters affecting their dimimsh the consumption of strong drink In the area covered by such 
social and personal habits? Are we superior to those who sent ::~~at~~~ that in many sections of such area an actual increase Is 
us here in our private habits? Are we to arrogate to ourselves Second. That the economic conditions in States which have bad 
the wisdom of being alone able to legislate on this question as longest experience with State-wide prohibition shows that the enact· 

ment. of such laws often seriously impairs the economic conditions 
we would have to do under the second section of the resolution? therem, and that the States with the longest experience show no prog-
How many of us on this floor, regardless of our political beliefs, ress or development superior to that of similar States under simllar 
h b · t t d b th 1 tf f t• • Stat circumstances in which the regulated sole of alcoholic beverages is conave een ms rue e Y e P a orms 0 our par Ies ln e tinued in those communities in which a majority of citizens believe such 
and Nation to vote for this resolution amending the Constitu- is the best method of dealing with and handling the liquor question. 
tion? .If it were of such importance as its advocates would '.fhird. 'I'hat as State-wide prohibition destroys regulation or the sale 
h b 1. t• 11 ll f ld b h d in a_nd handling of iiquor, the handling of that business, or the sale of aye us e 1eve, prac Ica Y a o us wou e ere un er · liquor, passes from the hands of responsible persons into the hands of 
structions. I contend that the sentiment built up for this irresponsible persons, the baser and lower portions of the population, 
resolution has been done on a false basis, and that the .·\.meri- with the result that the vilest kind of liquor and liquor substitutes ar~ 
can people will never stand for it when it is fairly put before sold to people Illegally, resulting in increased crime, social disorder, and 

corruption; that use of habit-forming drugs Is promoted -and increased: 
them. and that, instead of improvement in snch States, there is Indicated a 

Let me ask my Democratic friends here why this resolution strong probability and evidence of impairment of the social fabric. 
was never pressed before Congress while the Republican Party The same eminent authority proves beyond dispute that as 
was in power? It is a fact, however, that just as soon as prohibition laws increase that illicit stills increase. I quote 
our party came into power the leaders of this movement de- again from Commissioner Cabell: I 
manded at our hands the passage of this resolution. Could. In 1908 the total number of llllcit distilleries captured in the entire 
there be a political conspiracy to break up our party on the United States was 1,130, and in 1913 it had more than doubled, reach-
q es,..; t p oh"b"tion nd give all power back to our friends ing the enormous number of 2,374. Bear f.n mind that in 1913 the 

u uon ° r 1 1 a entire number of registered distilleries in the entire United States was 
across the aisle? I am !rank to confess that it appears to me 821. In other words, there were three times as many illicit distilleries 
that this is the condition which we have to meet. captured as there were registered distilleries in operation. The Lord 

During the elections last fall some of the advocates of this only knows how many there were that were not captured. 
resolution sent word to the country that the i)emocratic Party And, !til'. Speaker, what kind of liquor do these illicit dis
would not give them a vote in this House. The Democratic tilleries make? Instead of the pure, straight kind, like we 
Party to-day is giving a vote to the resolution, and it would make in Kentucky under strict Government supervision, we 
have been voted on much sooner if the leaders in its behalf have the mean "squirrel whiski" described by Commissioner 
had sC' desired. It is their own fault that the vote was not Cabell in the following story: 
taken six months ago. I will have to tell you a story, a true one, reported by one of the 

Personally I have voted in committee to bring this matter I best revenue agents in the service. There was an old negro in one o:t 
' . th ft thi the prohibition States up for bootlegging. He plead guilty. The judge 

before the House; but I desire to say here now at a er S spoke to him and said " What kind of liquor are you selling Mose?" 
trial of its strength, if it fails, I will not be in favor hereafter He said, "Judge, I am' selling squirrel liquor." The judge says, "What 
of lugging it into every session of Congress to embarrass our 

1 

kind of liquor Is that? " " Well," be saysf " Judge! that is the kind 
. of Ucker old man Jones makes up the ho ler at hi.S still, and when 

program of legislation. a rabbit get "three drops of it he will sit up on his bind legs and spit 
After years of agitation by an organized leadership it is my hound puppy in the face." The judge_ says, "That Is yretty 

entitled to its day in court. Let us settle it here to-day for powerful liquor, Mose: but why do you call It squirrel liquor?' He 
. says, " If you go out on a cool morning and take your gun and sit ----

years to come lll Congress, aQd let us send word to the people down under a hickory tree and wait for a squirrel and you take along 
of the United States that they can be trusted to handle their your tickler of that licker and take three or four dt1nks, and pres-
own moral and social affairs. . ently, when you see a squirrel up on a limb, you forget all about the 

. . • . gun and clam up the tree and catch that squirrel yourseil." 
1\Jr. Speaker, the principle mvolved m the Hobson resolu- When that squirrel liquor gets in a man he goes at whatever comes 

tion means much more than the control of the liquor business into his mind. That squirrel liquor is one of the problems that pro
in the Republic. If begun, the end can not be foreseen. Shall hibltlon is aggravating mstead of decreasing. 
we have a free citizenship or one controlled in their social In my judgment, Mr. Speaker, such statements as these com
habits by arbitrary and almost military power? Let us read ing from one who has had full opportunity to study this qnes·. 
from some of the wise men of our country. John Quincy tion in all of its phases are worthy of the fullest consideration 
Adams said: and -should guide us as lawmakers to be governed by facts, and 

seek not to enforce upon your brother by legislative enactment the not be swept off of our feet with statements from the other side. 
virtue that he can possess only by the dictates of his own conscience which have not authorized Government statistics to back 
and enet·gy of his wilL them up. 

Samuel J. Tilden has said: I desire to put this question to some of my colleagues who sit 
A centr&llzed government, meddling with everything and attempting on this side of the Chamber: If national prohibition should be 

to managl-' everythins, could not know the wants or wishes of the d t d th b · · t ll $250 000 000 f 
people of the localities. It would be felt only in its blunders and its a op e • e~·e Y WIPlllg ou annua Y • , o our rcve-
wrongs. nue, how can we as a party hope to carry out the program for 

Dr. Washington Gladden wrote: a reduction in tariff duties? To make up the deficiency we 
Any law, though framed by angels, that the people did not want and would be compelled to lay tariff rates that would make the rates 

would not enforce would not be a good law for the people. Legisla· in the Payne bill pale into insignificance. No great policy of 
tion on moral questi~ms must follow, and not try to force, public opin- our party could be carried out if we wiped out this tremendous 
ion. The whole prohibitory movement as at present managed puts bt · f · t 1 t A ·11· 
physical force at the front and sends moral force to the rear. This revenue we 0 am rom lD erna -revenue axes. re you Wl mg 
is a fatal error. to go back to your people and tell them that you took the tax 

Our own great Commoner in his paper, the Commoner, this off liquor and that you intend to fearfully increase their taxes 
week says editoriaUy: · on the farms and homes to make up the difference? Are you 

A national contes t for either amendment-prohibition and woman willing to say to the laboring man that you took the tax off 
suffrage-would simply divert attention from other issues upon which liquor and that you will fearfully increase the tariff tax on 
the people are ready to act without advancing the cause of woman every article of necessity which he must buy for himself and 
suffrage or theo prohibition movement. family? Can you · intelligently vote to wipe out $250,000,000 

In the face of statements from such distinguished Americans annually of the revenues of the Government without some plan 
at different Periods of our national existence we can make no defined beforehand to make up that deficiency? There can be 
mistake in voting down this resolution. but one way to make it up, and that is to tax the necessities of 

Mr. Speaker, at different periods in the history of our country life. In large measure liquor is a luxury. Can you afford to 
24States have tried prohibition. Fifteen out of the twenty-four transfer this tremendous amount of taxation from a luxury 
have repealed those laws. With this record what relief can be and lay it on the shoulders of those who labor nud on those 
hoped for in national prohibition and what can the temperance who own small farms and homes? I do no t helif'Ye that the 

----



500 CONGRESS! ON .AL RECORD-HOUSE. DECEMBER 2Z,,' 
American people ask you to do this, and I believe that those who 
vote for this resolution strike a great blow at the laboring men 
of the land. 

Samuel Gompers is the chief representative of the laboring 
men of 'this Nation. Let me read yon his reply to l\fr. HoBsoN 
C(}ncerning this resolution: 

tlon. RICHUOND P. HOBSO~, 
SEPTEllBER 3, 1914. 

House ot Rep1·esentathes, Washingto11,, D. 0. 
MY DEAR MR. Honso~: Your favor of August 21 reached my ofike 

during my absence on official busine s and this is the first opportunity 
[ have bad to reply thereto. I beg to a sure you that I appre<;lat~ the 
bonor of your selecting me ns n member of the National ConstltutJonal 
Pl'Ohibition Committee on Cooperation, but I must ask yon to excuse 
me from accepting or serving upon the committee. I am frank enough 
to say to you that I am out of harmony with the prohibition movement 
by constitutional provision or statute enactment. I know of a better 
way other than by legalized prohibition to secure temperance and tem
pel'ate habits, not only in the liquor traffic but in any of the personal 

ac~,;~~:sis0~:~~vement in all the country so potent to make the people 
temperate as is the much misunderstood and mi represented organized
labor movement of the country. Increasing wages. l'Stablishing a 
shorter workday, affording the opportunities for the cultivation of better 
tastes, better aspirations, higher ideals. which the b!'!tter stan.dard of 
living and freedom of burdensome, long hours of tOil will brmg. ~he 
opportunity for better homes and surroundings and better working 
conditions,' all of these, I repeat, have been more potent and will prove 
to be more potent In establisWng temperance and temperate habits than 
nny attempt to regulate the personal habits or to inaugurate prohibi-
tion by Jaw. · 

As you wil1 observe, I am not in harmony with the ptt~·pose of :vonr 
mo,·ement. and bence can not consistently accept an appomtment upon 
the committee. I therefore again respectfully request :vou to remove my 
name from the National Constitutional Prohibition Committee on Co
operation. 

Very truly, yours, SAMUEL GOMPERS, 
Pt·esi4ent American Federation ot Lf.lbor. 

Nearly $800,000,000 invested in the liquor busine s in this 
country which this resolution proposes to destroy without one 
cent of compensation to the owners of that property; $500,-
000,000 col1ected annually in Federal, State, county, and city 
taxes on the liquor business which under this resolutjon will b.e 
wiped away, to be saddled upon the shoulders of labor and agri
culture in the Nation. Think of the monstrousness of the propo
sition, and then consider that under the resolution that just as 
much-aye even more-intoxicating liquor can be made than 
is now ma~ufactured. Read the resolution curef'Ully. The first 
section says that the sale--not the manufacture-shall bt> 
forever prohibite.d, and then in the secon<l section says that 
Congress-not the States-shall have power to regulate the sale 
for " sacramental, medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical, or 
scientific purpo es, or for use in the a.rts, and shall h.a ve power 
to enforce this article by all needful Jeg1slation." 

Think of it, gentlemen, vesting in Congress the right to say 
how the people of this country shan worship in their churches 
en the matter of the sac>.rament! Let me warn you that, in my 
judgment, tltis jg the most dangerous precedent ever set before 
the American Congress, if this measure passes. The most 
sacred principle with an American is that be shall have the 
right to worship God according to the dictates of his conscience; 
and this measure proposes to vest in Congress the right to 
regulate the sacrament. God forbid ! The very mention of this 
delicate subject is sufficient to make one hesitate to give his 
support to this proposition. 

The uses cia sified as medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical, 
or for scientific purposes, or for use in the arts, cover practi
cally all reasons for using liquor; and by the resolution, ·in 
effect, the entire trade is taken from the States and lodged with 
Congress to regulate. 

I have an idea that if this resolution should pass that tens 
of thousands of citizens in dry States will hurry into medicinal, 
mechanical, pharmaceutical, scientific, and "artificial" pur
suits. 

Gentlemen o! the House, let us be candid with our people 
and with ourselves. But few Members in this House, in my 
opinion, realJy believe that there is merit or temperance in 
this measure, and let us have the courage to say so to the 
American people. The people can not long be fooled on this 
measure, and when the awakening comes they will demand its 
defeat at our bands. We have nothing to fear by stripping 
this measure of the hypocrisy which surrounds it and let it 
appear in its true colors before the bar of public opinion. 

1.1le people of this country believe in temperance, but they 
can not be fooled with an imposter like this proposed legisla
tion. Mr. Speaker, there has been some talk here as to who 
was re ponsible for bringing this matter of the Hobson resolu
tion into politics. That can be easily answered by reading 
from a letter from Mr. HoBsoN addressed to the Members of 
this House last spring in which these words were used: "I 
tllink I can say authoritatively that the e organized forces of 
the Nation (referring to the Anti-Saloon ~eague) have decided 
unanimously that until Congress does transfer the question to 

the several States, it i:s to be made the paramount issue in: 
congressional and senatorial campaigns, primary and general"· 
Note the words "primary and general." In other words, ~ 
you do not obey instructions from this organization in the 
primary election they wll beat you in the final election, it 
possible, with a candidate of opposite political faith. This 
applies to both Democrats and Republicans. This organization 
would cheerfully disrupt all party organizations in the land it 
they could win victories for the single flag of national prohibi
tion. Are we as Democrats willing to surrender and are you 
as Republicans willing to turn over your party organization to 
the ad-vocatE's of this single proposition, upon which its author 
could not carry his own State in his recent race for United 
States Senator? 

Mr. Speaker, viewing this matter from any angle it is 
dangerous legislation_ As a temperance measure it will not 
pro•e of any Yalue to that great and glorious cause. It will not 
help prohibition, because it means free and unrestricted manu
facture of intoxicating liquors. 

As an economic proposition it would bankrupt the Nation. 
As a mo-ral and social proposition it is unwise, becans·e it de· 
prives the people of their right to regulate the liquor traffic in 
their own communities by transferring that right to Congress. 

Its passage would help bnt one body of men, and they would 
be those who are now drawing large salaries to keep up this 
agitation. It would gi\'e them a chance to go back to the States 
for the next 25 years to ask for the adoption of this resolution. 
For the last 25 years they have been filling the law books 
of the States with statutes l1arassing the rights of the citizens, 
which they now confess is useless by asking us to-day to pass 
this measure. Their judgment has not solved the evils o::: the 
liquor traffic in the past and will not solv-e it in the future under 
the present leadership. Let us meet the issue like men and vote 
it down. 

,EXTRACTS FROM DEliOCRAXIC NATIONAL PLATFORMS. 

From the Democratic national platform of 1 56: 
That thff Fede-ral GovPrnment Is one of limited power derived solely 

from the Constitution, and the grants of power made therein ou~ht to 
be sb·ictly con trued by all the departments and agents of the Govern
ment; and that it Is inexpedient and dangerous to exercise doubtful 
constitutional powers. That Congt·ess has no power under the Consti
tution to interfere with or control the domestic Institutions of the sev
eral States, and that such States at·e the sole and proper jndges or 
everything appertaining to their own affairs not prohibited by the Con· 
stltution. 

From the Democratic national platform of 18GO: 
Reaffit"Dlation of the platform of 185G. 
From the Democratic national platform of 18G8: 
And we do declare and 1·esolve that evel' since the people of the UnHed 

Stntes tht·ew on: all subjection to the British Ct·own the privilege and · 
trust of sutirage have belonged to the seveml States, and have been 
granted. regnlated, and contl'olled exclusively by the political power of 
earh State, respectively, and that any attempt by Congress, on any pre
text whatever. to deprive an,v State of this right or interfere with Its 
exercise is a tlagra.nt usm·pation of power which can find no warmnt in 
the Constitntion, and if sanctioned by the people will subvert our form 
of Government, and can only end in a single. centralized).. and consoli
dated Government in which the separate exi tence of the l:States will be 
entirely absorbPd and an unqualifie?d despotism be established in place 
of a Federal Union of coequal States; 

From tbe Democratic national platform of 1872: 
Locul se1f-go>etnmeut, with impartial suffrage, will guard the rights 

of all citizens more securely than any centralized power. The public 
welL'lt'e requires the supremacy of the civil over the military authority 
and freedom of persons under the protection of the habeas corpus. We 
demand for· the individual the largest liberty consistent with pubUc 
ordet·, for the State self-govel'llment, and for the Nation a return to the 
methods of peace and the constitutional limitations of power. 

From the Democratic national platform of 1876: 
In the liberty of individual conduct, unvexed by sumptuary laws. 
From the Democratic national platform of 18 0: 
The Democrats of the United States, in convention assembled. de

clare opposition to centralizationism and to that dangerous spirit of 
encroachment which tends to consolidate the powers of all the depart
ments in one and thus to create, whatever be the form of government. a 
real despotism. No sumptuary laws; separation of chm·ch and state, 
for the good of each ; common schools fostered and protected. 

Ft·om the Democratic national platform of 1884: 
The Democ~atic Party of the Uniou, through its representatives in 

national convention assembled, recognizes that, as the Nation grows 
older, new issues are born of time and pt·ogress and old Issues pl'risb. 
But the fundamental principles of the Democracy, approved by the 
united voice of the people, remain and wil1 ever remain as tbe best and 
only security for the continuance of free government. The preserva
tion of personal rights, the equality of all citi7.ens before the Jaw, the 
reserved rights or the States, !l.Dd the supremacy of the Federal Gov
l'rnment within the limits of the Constitution will ever form the true 
basis of our liberties, and can never be surrrndered without destroying 
tbat balance of rights and powers which enable a continent to be de
veloped in peace and social order to be maintained by means of local 
self-government. 

From the Democratic national platform of 1888: 
Chief among its principles of party faitb are tbe maintenance or an 

lndls;;oloble union of free and indestructible States, now about to enter 
upon its second century of unexampled progl'ess and l'enown ; <Je'\'otlon 
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to a plan <1f government regulated by a written· Constitution strictly 
specifying every granted power and expressly reserving to the States or 
people the entire ungranted residue of power ; the encouragement of a 
je<'tlous popular vigilance, directed to all who have been chosen for 
brief terms to enact and execute the . laws, and are charged with the 
duty of preserving peace, insuring equality, and establishing justice. 

E'rom the Democratic national platform of 1892: 
· The representatives of the Democratic Party of the United States, In 
national convention assembled, do reaffirm their allegiance to the prtn
dples of the party as formulated by Jefferson and exemplified by the 
long and illustrious line of his successors in Democratic leadership, 
from Madison to Cleveland ; we believe the public welfare demands 
that these principles be applied to the conduct of the Federal Govern
ment, through the accession to power of the party that advocates them, 
and we solemnly declare that the need of a return to these funda
mental principles of a free popular government, based on home rule 
and individual liberty, was never more urgent than now, when the 
tendency to centralize all power at the Federal Capital bas become a 
menace to the reserved rights of the States that strikes at the very 
root of our Government under the Constitution as framed by the 
fathers of the Republic. 

From the Democratic national platform of 1896: 
We, the Democrats of the United States, in national convention as· 

sembled, do reaffirm our allegiance to those great essential principles 
of justice and liberty upon which our institutions are founded, and 
which the Democratic Party has advocated from Jefferson's time to 
our own-freedom of speech, freedom of the press freedom of con
science, the preservation of personal rights, the equaitty of all citizens 
before the law, and the faithful observance of constitutional limitations. 
During all these years the Democratic Partl has resisted the tendency 
of selfish interests to the centralization o governmental power, and 
steadfastly maintained the integrity of the dual system of government 
established by the founders of this Republic of republics. Under its 
guidance and teachings the great principle of local self-government bas 
found its best expression in the maintenance of the rights of the States 
and iu its assertion of the necessity of confining the General Govern
ment to the exercise of the powers granted by the Constitution of the 
United States. 

From the Democratic national platform of 1900: 
We declare again that all governments instituted among men derive 

their just powers from the consent of the governed; that any govern· 
ment not based upon the consent of the governed is a tyranny, and 
that to impose upon any people a government of force is to substitute 
the methods of imperialism for those of a republic. 

From the Democratic national platform of 1904: 
The Democratic Party of the United States, in national convention 

a: sembled, declares its devotion to the essential principles of the Demo· 
cratic faith whic.h bring us together in party communion. Under them 
local self-government and national unity and prosperity were alike 
established. The application of these fundamental principles to the 
living issues of · the day is the first step toward the assured peace, 
safety, and progress of our Nation. Ft·eedom of the press, of con
science, and of speech ; equality before the law of all citizens; right of 
trial by juTy; freedom of the person defended by the writ of habeas 
corpus; liberty of personal contract untrammeled by sumptuary laws; 
supremacy of the civil over military authority ; a well-disciplined 
militia; the separation of church and state; economy in expenditures; 
low taxes. that labor may be lightly burdened ; prompt and sacred ful
fillment of public and private obligations ; fidelity to treaties; peace and 
friendship with all nations, entangling alliances with none; absolute 
acquiescence in the will of the majority, the vital principle of re
publics-these are doctrines which Democracy has established as 
proverbs of the· Nation, and they should be constantly invoked and 
enforced. 

From the Democratic national platform of 1908.: 
Believing with Jefferson in "the support of the State governments 

in all their rights as the most . competent administrations for our 
domestic concerns, · and the surest bulkwarks against anti-Republican 
tendencies," and in the " pTcservation of a General Government in its 
whole constitutional vigor as the sheet anchor of our peace at home and 
safety abroad," we are oppo-sed to the centralization implied in the 
suggestion now frequently made that thC' powers of the General Govern
ment should be extended by judicial construction. 

From the Democratic national platform of 1912: 
We believe in the preservation and. maintenance in their full strength 

and integrity of the three coordinate branches of the Federal Govern
ment-the executive, the legislative, and the judiciary-each keeping 
within its own bounds and not encroaching upon the just powers of 
either of the others. Believing that the most efficient results under our 
system of government are to be attained by the full exercise by the 
Sta:te~ of theit· re erve s.overeign powers, we denounce as usurpation 
the efforts of our opponents to deprive the States of any of the rights 
reserved to them and to enlarge and magnify by indirection the powers 
of thE> Federal Government. 

l\Ir. C.Al\iPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY]. 

l\Ir. KELLY of PennsylYania. l\fr. Speaker and gentlemen of 
the ·House, I have listened with interest to the address of the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. CANTBILL], bq.t it seems to me 
that he evades the question at issue. The main fact is that the 
people are prepared to "Vote on this question and are willing to 
vot~ upon it. It is not a new or novel proposition, and none 
can deny that it is thoroughly understood by the people. Public 
sentiment has· been forming during the entire history of the 
Republic. Dr. Benjamin Rush, chairman of the Committee on 
Independence in the Continental Congress in 1776, urged action 
Upon it and published a book to place his argument before the 
people. From that day to this the liquor question has been 
C'onsidered and discus ed in every city and town and hamlet, 
and the electorate of the Nation is pr'epared and anxious to 
vote upon it directly. Millions of "Voters · ha>e petitioned Con-

gress to submit this prop·osal to amend the Constitution to thEffil 
for their decision. 

Regardless of all quibbles and pretexts, fashioned to deceive, 
the fact remains that Congress has no right to refuse to submit 
this question to the Nation. It is a representati"Ve body, and it 
bas no right to decide with finality a proposed change in the 
Constitution, which is the original and direct expression of the 
people, who now demand an opportunity of amending it. Shall 
Congress usurp sovereign power and, although simply an agen~ 
prevent its principal, the people, from determining the national 
policy to be pmsued in regard to tfie liquor traffic? That is the 
vital issue at stake in this vote to-day. 

The basic doctrine of this Nation is that sovereign power rests 
in the people. The various representati"Ve forms which have 
been established arose only because the whole people could not 
~e. ~ssembled for the purpose of direct action. But, by its own 
Imtlal declaration, the people ordained and established the 
Cons.titution as the framework of their Go"Vernment. They 
provided for a representative lawmaking body and fixed the 
limit of the - legislative authority. Representatives exercise 
powers not by virtue of any so"Vereign power in the office or in 
themselves, but solely because of the power delegated to them 
by the people. While it is necessary to make laws, it is not 
necessary to have a Congress, and if the people choose they can 
act directly and their creature cease to exist. 

Does anyone contend that this Congress is greater than the 
:people? Why, then, contend that this body may justly deny to 
1ts creator the right to use and exercise its power? It is 
ridiculous to maintain that Congress may say to the people of 
the Nation, "Thus far shalt thou go and no farther," and yet 
that is exactly what it does say if it refuses to submit this 
amendment to the people for approval or rejection. Chief 
Justice Marshall summed. up the exact situation when he 
declared: 

The people made the Constitution and the people can unmake it. It 
is the creation of their own will and lives by their own will But this 
supreme and irresistible power to make and unmake resides only in the 
body of the people, not in any subdivision of them. 

If Congress now refuses to allow the people to express their 
will upon this fundamental proposition, we do not have even a 
representative form of government. Such action is a penersion 
ot the powers of go"Vernment for the benefit of the liquor traffic. 

No one denies that the liquor traffic exists by sufferance of 
government. There is no inherent right belonging to a citizen 
to sell liquor. That privilege is granted by the Government to 
certain individuals under prescribed conditions. The Govern
ment has adopted the policy of partnership in the liquor traffic. 
Surely the people, as the sovereign power, have the right to 
say whether or not that partnership shall be continued. It is 
a fundamental policy of the Government that is at issue, and 
the Go"Vernment is not Congress or court or President but the 
people. There is the final and so"Vereign power. ' 

Shall the people's will be supreme? That is the question that 
is preeminent in this vote, and no agile dodging and side
stepping shall escape it. That same question was answered 
negatively by George III on. one occasion, and as a result the 
British Empire lost the proudest star in its crown. The Tories 
answered it in a similar manner, and they crossed the boundary 
lines of Canada with the patriots in pursuit. The great Cen
tral Bank gave the same answer to Andrew Jackson, and 
thereby went over the cliff to destruction. The sla veholding 
oligarchy reared its ramparts of negation to the question but 
four years' strife leveled them to the ground. Always' and 
everywhere the result has been the same, and every force that 
sought to prevent the triumph of the people's will in the end 
has bowed conquered. 

The attempt now to prevent the people from decidin~ the 
liquor question for themselves is a return to the rule of the 
few, the divine right of rulers, and history will repeat itself. 
The Representative who puts the power of Congress above 
that of the people who created Congre s has no place in the 
American democracy, and sooner or later will, like his proto,. 
types of the past, be swept aside by the onrushing torrent of the 
public conscience. 

The fundamental right of the people to vote on this exact 
proposal was recognized by the Senate Committee on Educa
tion and Labor as long ago as 1888. In its favorable report 
on a constitutional amendment similar to this under con
sideration the committee sums up the entire case in concise 
style and with irresistible logic. In part the committee said: 

The majority of the commlttee would deem a refusal to submit the 
proposed amendment to the States analogous to the denlal of the 
right of a party to be heard in court upon a question or private right 
The method provided in the Constitution for its own peaceable amend: 
ment would be destroyed by the failure to submit the proposition for 
amendment. in cases of grave moment involving the approval and 
prayers of multitudes or people, for where the remedy so~ght 1s ad-
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mitted to be without the jurisdiction o! the fundamental law tbe petition 
is really addressed to the only tribunal which can enlarge that juxis
diction-tbat is to say, the St.'ltes themselves. ShouldJ. then, Congress 
in such case refuse to submit the proposal to the >:States, such re
fusal would constitute a substantial denlal of the right of petition 
itself. 

'l'he agitation for notional legislation for the extirpation of the traffic 
in alcoholic poison m~de and sold to be used as a beverage will never 
cease to disturb and finally destroy great political parties until they 
submit the question of the enlargement of national constitutional juris
diction so as to include control of the subject. When this proposed 
amendment is submitted to the action of the States the snbJect will 
pass in its important features from the national area to that of the 
several States until the fate of the proposed amendment is decided. 
When decided, if advet·sely to the ratification, the subject will be elimi
nated from national politics, at least for many years. If, on the other 
band, the proposed amendment should be ratified and become part of 
the national law. the chief curse of the world would be summoned to 
the block of national justice and die by the hand of the only power 
bi .~ and sharp which can wield an ax big and sharp enough to cut 
off its hydra hnad. '!'hen we should ha\e peace. In any case a 
bearing at court is a sacred right in a matter of so g1·eat national 
concern. 

To my mind this logic of the Senate committee of 1888 is 
unanswerable, especially in the light of the new condJtions of 
to-day, which have grown out of the ever-increasing interdepend
ence of the citizenship of the Nation. 

But there are those here to-day who refuse to accept this 
reasoning and enter specious objection to it. They declare that 
it is not a question . of submitting the matter to the people 
themselves, since the ratification by three-fourths of the States 
might not mean the approval of a majority of the people. This 
nrgument is elaborated in a large advertisement of the liquor 
interests, appearing in the great newspapers of the · country, in 
which it is stated that "acres and not people amenu the Con-
stitution." -

Coming from this source, this argument is a tissue of false 
pretense. The liquor interests, and no other power that preys 
on the people, would agree to a vote to be decided by a ma
jority of the people. Already more than half the people of the 
country live in no-license territory, while but 14 of the 48 
States are in the prohibition column. The present plan of 
amending the Constitution is unfair and unjust, not to the liquor 
and other privileged interests but to the people who are shackled 
by it. I am in favor of making it possible to amend the Con
stitution by a majority vote of the people, but the very interests 
who are now protesting so loudly against the present method 
are the ones most bitter in their opposition to such a change. 

These interests argue that the present plan affords a too 
easy method of nmending the Constitution, when, in fact, it 
makes the task almost impossible, unless the sentiment in 
favor of the change amounts almost to a revolution. Over 2.200 
11ropositions for amendment have been advocated in Congr-ess, 
but only 17 have been adopted in the history of tbe United 
States. The first 13 were adopted to carry out the original in
tent of the Constitution. The fourteenth nnd fifteenth were 
adopted during the reconstruction period follo,ving the Civil 
War, and the sixteenth and seventeenth, providing for the 
direct election of United States Senators and the income tax, 
were only adopted after generations of agitation and when the 
demand had become well nigh unanimous. 

It is easy ·to talk about the possible adoption of this amenu
ment by a minority of the people. It is far more important to 
consider the insignificant minority which may pre\ent its adop
tion. One-fortieth of the voting population can defeat this 
amendment, thus defeating the will of the remaining thirty-nine
fortieths of the voters. 

li'or instance, the election in 1912 showed the following vote 
in 13 States: Arizona, 23,722; Delaware, 48,G94; Florida, 51,891; 
Nevada, 20,044; Louisiana, 79,309; South Carolina, 50,348; .Mon
tana, 79,910; Vermont, 62,807; Wyoming, 42,296; Rhode Island, 
77,894; Mississippi, 64,319; New Hampshire, 87,961; New 
Mexico, 49,376. The total vote cast in these St.1 tes was 738,571, 
so that 370,000 votes would ha\e dictated the action of all. In 
other words, such an insignificant number, less than one-fortieth 
of the "Votes cast in the country, would ha\e prevented the 
adoption of this amendment. 

Is that an easy method of securing action? It is so unfair to 
the people themselves that Patrick Henry opposed the adoption 
of the Constitution for this very reason. lie said-

It is a most fearful situation when the most contemptible minority 
can J?rcvent the alteration of the Government, even when most op
pressive. 

No; the truth is that the present method is a tremendous 
handicap to those who favor the abolition of the liquor traffic 
instead of to those who oppose it. It is a far easier task to 
secure a majority vote in the United States in favor of this 
amendment than to secure its adoption by 36 States, and every 
liquor advocate knows it. In any case, no right-thinking Rep
resentative will allow such false-pre~ense argument as ~s em-

bodied in this attack upon the constitutional method for its own 
amendment to influence him in his vote upon this resolution. 

Another basis of opposition is shown in the declaration that 
this resol~tio~ deals witb a moral issue rmd that any attempt 
to deal With It through governmental agencies is an infrinO'e-
ment of personal liberty and individual rights. t> 

Such au argument was once all-powerful but thank God. its 
stark individualism, with its Ishmael-like 'phil~sophy of e~ery 
man~s hand against his neighbor, is no longer all-controlling. 
I~ dtvo1·ced politics from morals and declared that might was 
r1ght. But developing civilization bas proven that the law of 
the jungle will not serve humanUy's betterment. A new situa
t~on has ari~en, cornpl~x conditions have taken the place of the 
Simple relatwns of a past era. The Nation is a web and woof 
of citizenship, and a single torn thread mars the whole fabric. 
The ta~k .o~ sta~esrnanship to-day is to end the anarchy of 
selfish In~Induallsm and to discover the principles underlying 
~reat social moYements and to direct their development along 
lmes of hw1mn welfare. 
. Great cri~es have been committed in the name of personal 

ltberty. This so-called liberty is impossible in a civilized nation, 
f?r wherever there is law there are limitations of personal 
llberty. The highwayman is prohibited from taking property 
by f_orce. The embezzler is prohibited from taking money by 
~ece1t. Men are prollibited from damaging a city sidewalk. 
rhey _can not send certain matter through the mails. They can 
not kill game out of season. In fact, every man is hedged about 
by thousands of restrictions upon his persona 1 liberty solely 
because such restrictions. advance the comfort, virtue, and wel
fare of the general l)ubllc. Every forward step in civilization 
~as been mad~ by new limitations on this so-called personal 
liberty, and this latter-day argument in its behalf is a demand 
for steps backward to savagery and anarchy. 
. The ~ntire trend of legi lation for many years shows how 
mcreasmgly great is the necessity for governmental action in 
renl~s. formerly held to be purely matters of individual conduct. 
Prondmg for tmblic schools, penalizing adulteration of food 
reguln_ting hours of _labor. for women. prohibiting child labor: 
sta~pmg _out co?-tagwus diseases. securing sanitary conditions, 
dealmg with white slavery, establishing restrictions of all kinds 
upon the individual in order to promote the common welfare
all. tllese are eloquent witnesses to the governmental activities 
wh;ch are to-day almost universally recognized and commended. 

Now, does the liquor traffic menace the common welfare to a 
degree. suffi~ient to demand action? The veriest pauper of ob
serva_hon will answer in the affirmative. Its poisonous power 
com~n~es the da~gers. of all tlle evils I have mentioned as being 
prohibited by leg1sla bon. It robs tbe children of their childhood 
and the. schoolhouses of their children. It means inhumanly 
hard toil for women and children. In its wake follow white 
slavery, vice, and crime, while poverty, unwholesome conditions 
and dre3d disease are its inevitable accompaniments. ' 

The Supreme Court of the United States in a noteworthv and 
illuminating decision shows the extent of this problem an·d the 
importance of dealing with it through legislation. It says: 

It is m·ged .that as l!quors are used as a beverage and the injury fol
lowmg them, If takt=;n m ex~ess, is voluntarily inflicted, and is confined 
to the party .offending, their sales should be without restriction, the 
contention. bemg that what a man shall dl"ink, equally with what he 
shall eat, 1s not properly a matter for le'gislation. 

There is in this position an ass!lmption of fact which does not exist 
that w,hen the l~quors, are. t~ken 1_n ?xcess the injuries arc confin~d to 
the pany otl'endmg. rhc InJury, 1t 1s true, falls fit·st upon him in his 
healt.b, which the habit undex:min!'!s ; in l:.is morals, which it weakens; 
and m. his self-al;>asement, which It creates. But as it leads to ne~lect 
of busmess and _waste _of prop~rty and geJ?.eral demoralization, it affects 
those who arc Immediately conn~cted with and dependent upon him. 
By the ~eneral concurrence of opmJOn ,of every civilized and Christian 
commumty there are few. sour.ccs .of cr1me and misery in society equal 
to the dramshOJ!, where mtox1_cat~ng .li9uors in small quantities, to be 
drunk at the time, aee sold mdt cnmmately to all parties applying 
The statistics of eveey State show a greater amount of crime and mis: 
ery attributable to the use of ardent spirits obtained at these liquor 
saloons than to any other source. 

Mr. 'Speaker, the enlightened conscience of America is not 
demanding that Government keep its hands off everythin<>' 
except tbe preservation of peace It demands that the Govern~ 
ment put its ·hands on everything that will promote the com
mon good more effectively than individual effort. The ques
tion is not whether we shall be governed more but whetller 
we shall govern ourselves more. Such legi lation as this is 
not paternalism; there can be no paternalism in laws made 
by the people. Such laws are self-imposed and they are based 
on the principle of self-help, the imposition of laws on tlie 
people by the people themseh·es. 

We may admit that the future of the Nation depends upon 
the character of its individuals. Still I deny tbat individuals 
reach their bighest deyelopment bY. allow)ng forces of evil 
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to work their ·ravages nrrrestrained. That simply means 
the triumph of the. law of the jungle. It does not mean the 
safeguarding of the interests and welfare of individuals. It 
is just as reasonable to sas that a house depenl!s upon its 
bricks and then expect the bricks to fall toget.Q.er by chance, 
without plan or specification, into a splendid building. You 
can not expect a nation of strong individuals without an 
environment suitable for development. A dusty wayside may 
throw out a flower which will escape the trampling of hoofs, 
but ordinarily flowers grow in the gardens of those that love 
them. 

This is a moral issue--yes; but that fact will not serve to 
keep it out of the· realm of politics and government. -Rather, 
H will keep- it a vexing political and governmental question 
until it is settled and settled right. Because slavery was re
garded as a moral issue strenuous efforts were made to keep 
it out of politics. Lawmakers refused to deal with it for many 
years and touched it only as u hucksters dealing in the relics 
of the saints." Resolutions were passed in Congress prohibit
ing its very mention on this floor. But no power could prevent 
its consideration and settlement, although this very evasion 
and timeserving made necessary the bloodiest fratricidal strife 
in history in order that the question might be settled and 
settled right. 

To-day this liquor problem is of the same importance as 
slavery was in that other day. It is the second grave issue at 
once governmental, economic, and moral in character which 
has demanded settlement in the 138 years of national life. As 
surely as the slavery problem was solved so surely will the day 
come when the American people will settle this question and 
settle it right, regardless of all congressional attempts to 
evade it. 

Mr. Speaker, this Republic is founded upon the moral char · 
acter of its people. It is a monstrous error to regard politics 
and morals as separate and distinct from each other. Napoleon 
said : '' My dominion ends where the dominion of conscience 
begins." 

No greater calamity would be possible in America than to 
have a clear line .of division between the dominion of govern
ment and the dominion of conscience. 

The conscience of the people is becoming social ; it concerns 
itself with the common welfare. Because the liquor traffic as
saults the rights and happiness of the entire citizenship; be
cause it brings conditions in which vice and crime, disease nnd 
degradation, multiply and flourish it is treason to the common 
welfare. Becaues this traffic does not affect individuals alone, 
but extends out in ever-widening circles of misery and suffer
ing, it can not be dealt with by individuals pulling in single har
ness. It is a social disease and must be cured by government 
acting as the agent of society. 

Let the liquor advocates prove that the traffic promotes the 
common welfare, that it leads men to advance the interests of 
others as well as their own, and they will have some standing 
in the argument. As long as they demand the privilege of al
lowing others to drink to an extent that renders them a nui
sance, an expense, and a menace to the welfare, lives, and prop
erty of others their plea of personal liberty is entitled to no 
consideration whatever. 

The advocates of this amendment are the real friends of lib
erty-not the false personal liberty which means license to do 
wrong. They would grant every liberty save that of injuring 
(;he rights of others. They: are armed with knowledge; they 
strike in the cause of civilization and fhey battle for the rights 
of all mankind. 

But when the upholders of the liquor traffic are driven from 
their position that no legislation whatever is justifiable they 
fall back upon the moss-grown State rights argument. They 
say that it is a State issue, and not one to be dealt with in an 
amendment to the National Constitution. They now admit that 

. this problem is one to be dealt with by government, but main
tain that it must be met piecemeal and solved by fractions. 

Local self-government is one of the foundation stones of the 
Republic, but local power never was intended to be and never 
should be sovereign over national concerns. Justice Wilson de
clared in support of this cont.ent;ion: 

The General Government is not an assembly of States, but of indi
viduals. for certain political purposes, to the direction of which no 
particular State is competent. 

No particular State is competent to solve the liquor prob
lem. The traffic is national in scope, and its proportions men
ace the Nation as a whole. Its great national organizations 
dictate action to the State and local bodies. It is allied with 
every power that preys in the Nation and it fights with and 
beside the whole system of special privilege. Coping with 
trusts and monopolies is no longer regarded as a State task, 

and this Cong!'es.<;J has passed several measures to deal with 
these gigantic combinations of capital. The Liquor Trust was 
among the first great monopolies to be formed in this country, 
and it led the way for the brood of trusts that have so greatly 
endangered the integrity of the national structure. 

Rest assured that the liquor traffic regards no State lines in 
its organized effort. From its resom·ces of eXploitation it pur
chases the highest talent. It sends its hired orators on nation
wide journeys to defend it with distorted issues. It controls 
national periodicals, on whose printed pages are falsehoods cal
culated to deceive the people. It pours the money collected in 
Pennsylvania into Alabama and that of California dealers into 
l\laine. It will not confine itself to State limits, and no ade
quate remedy for the pToblem will be found within State limits. 

Is this Congress competent to pass a corrupt-practices act 
to protect the purity of elections? It has answered that query 
by passing the act. But no single force corrupts elections like 
the organized liquor traffic. No other interest debauches so 
many voters, degrades so many citizens, debases so many legis-
lators, and dishonors so many public officials. . 

Trace its slimy way through national records and you will 
find it industriously at work to-day, as in years past-find it 
at work in corruption and bribery, as was evidenced in the 
recent l\lulhall lobby investigation; find it in collusion of crimi
nals with the officers of the courts; find it manipulating the 
ballot and robbing the ballot box; find it thwarting the people's 
will by the most putrid measures; find it the enemy of good 
legislation and the friend of vicious measures; find it the foe 
of good government, the eternal adversary of respectability, 
morality, and patriotism. · 

The liquor traffic stands to-day as the foulest stench of gov
ernmental corruption· in Nation, State, county, city, township, 
and village. It violates with brazen shamelessness more laws 
than all the inmates of all penal institutions multiplied by 
thousands. Its record of debauchery is a scar ' across the face 
of the Republic. It is the greatest incentive to corruption and 
lawlessness in the Nation. 

The Pennsylvania political machine, which has ruled the des
tinies of the State for years, is bottomed on the liquor traffic. 
Time after time national elections have been influenced by 
this machine-Cameron, Quay, and PENROSE, in turn, using 
huge corruption funds contributed by the liquor interests to 
purchase elections. 

The campaign of this year, which resulted in the reelection 
of Senator PENROSE, witnessed the most brutal and baleful 
corruption in the history of the State. It is declared on reli
able authority that a million dollars was the sum contributed 
by the liquor dealers of the State to return their patron saint 
to the United States Senate and his candidates to other offices. 

The Personal Liberty ticket of the liquor dealers, for the 
liquor dealers, and by Uquor dealers, was headed by . PENROSE 
in the State. It determined the result in many districts, among 
them my own. I was defeated for reelection by this ticket 
alo.p.e. It gave my opponent 2.630 votes, and I lo t by 1 361 
votes. Without that ticket I should have won by 1,269 Yotes. 

I am making no complaint, for I would have it no other way. 
I would rather be defeated by such forces of corruption than 
be elected by them. I would not remain a Member of this 
House five minutes by the grace of these interests, for I hold 
it the sacred duty of every American patriot to s t rike a blow 
at their domination of politics and government whenever and 
wherever the opportunity affords. 

Mr. Speaker, if nothing else were in evidence, the tactics of 
the liquor interests in every election should settle the Stnte 
rights argument in every sane man's mind. The purity of na
tional elections, the integrity of national law-making bodies, 
the preservation of national institutions-all these are deeply 
involved in this question and demand that action be taken by 
national authority . 

l\1r. Speaker, there is no just argument against the submis
sion of this amendment. This Congress should give the people 
of the Nation the opportunity CJf deciding the liquor question 
on its merits, without the injection of other issues to distort 
the one question before them. 

Congress should pass this resolution, because it dares intro
duce into politics the living vitaUty of a great moral issue, 
scorning the fears that have made cowards of public men in the 
past; because it centers the thought and heart and conscience 
of the Nation upon evils which must be eliminated if the Re
public is to endure; because it places right above might and 

.refuses to be lured from its course by any siren song of com
promise; because it seeks no halting, halfway measure, but 
steadfastly and with stalwart courage assails the strongest 
citadel of sin in America; because it listens to no taunts · of its 
Utopian visions, but declares that the reality shall be put into 
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the dream, the foundation under the air castle; because it 
declares that there shall be no cessation of battle until this 
question is .settled, and settled right. _ 

Congress should pass this resolution because it will pla~e 
tl1e liquor traffic where it belongs, before the bar of pubhc 
opinion, to stand or fall as it deserves; because it trusts the 
people to work out their own destinies, unfettered and unbound; 
becau8e it is founded upon the belief that the will of the people 
should be the supreme law of the land; bee a use it ·asks no 
favors of rulers, but places its reliance in the heart and brain 
of the man called " :Million; " because it does not attempt to 
substitute-legislative conspiracies for direct popular go\ernrnent; 
because it does not work in the dark, but throws down its 
challenge in the full Hght of day; because it proposes to dr.ive 
the people's enemy out of the c~:mtrol of go-rernment by puttmg 
the people in control. . . . . 

Congress should pass this resolutiOn because It Is nonpartisan 
and runs counter to no man's political faith, contrary to no 
man's party principles; because if is not a politic~ device ~o 
get rid of the liquor question, but the theory of th1s Republlc 
put into practice; because it is the principle of self-go\ernment 
upon which the ~ation is founded, and means the supremacy of 
the citizenship which is accountable for the Go\ernment and 
upon whkh the responsibility rests. 

Congress should pass this resolution because it affords a 
fundamental remedy for a fundamental evil; · because it does 
not trifle with sYmptoms, but U.ea1s with the cause and cure of 
the disease itself· because it does not depend upon men or legis
lative enactment~, but aims to act through the Constitution, 
the final expression of so\ereign. power; because it denies that 
all fountains of inspiration were sealed up when the Constitu
tion was written a century and more ago; because it declares 
that the dead hand of the past shall not throttle the present, 
but that this generation shall work out its problems in the 
light of its own knowledge and experience. 

Congress should pass this resolution because it is a national 
solution for a national problem; because it recognizes that the 
whole is greater than a part and would not have 48 separate 
constitutions amended to accomplish what should be accom
plished in one; because it attacks the worn-out, o~tgrown con
tention that our new problems must be met by piecemeal and 
soh·ed by fractions; because it proposes to bring justice to bear 
on national menaces which the State can not reach; because 
it will let the sunlight into the twilight zone . between the 
States and Nation, in whose shadow national injustices and 
wrongs have gone unpunished and immune. 

Congress should pass this resolution because it defies and dis
owns-thJ philosophy of Ishmael and substitutes the noble idea 
of brotherhood and ·the common good; because it recognizes that 
anything that causes disease and degeneracy, crime and corrup
tion anywhere is an injury everywhere; because it declares that 
personal liberty does not mean personal license, and that whe:u 
the liquor traffic takes a political character with a death's-head 
as its emblem of liberty, it thereby seals its own destruction by 
the universal law of self-defense. .. 

Congress should pass this resolution because of the forces that 
are against it-the allied powers that prey, the vultures of \ice, 
the corrupt combinations of politics, the grafters and gangsters, 
the parasites that clothe themsel\es in the proceeds of "·oman's 
shame, the inlruman ones that bathe themsel\es in the tears of 
little children, the wastrels who wreck and ruin material things 
,lhile they ·contaminate childhood, debaueh youth, and crush 
manhood· the plunder-laden ones who fatten themselves upon 
the misery and want and woe that their own greed has created, 
the Hessians in the black-bannered troop whose line of march 
is O\er wrecked homes and broken heats and ruined lives. 

Congress should pass this resolution because of the forces that 
are for it-the awakened social conscience of the Nation, the 
men and women of America who ha\e enlisted in a newer and 
better crusade to redeem and recover America, which is truly 
holy land; the knightly hearts and courageous souls who live 
above the fog in public duty and in private thinking; army of 
the common · good, whose \aliant soldiers resent an injustice 
done the weakest man or woman or little child as a wrong done 
themselves. 

This question is too big for Congress or President or court to 
decide; it is just big enough for the heart and conscience of the 
American people. Let us submit the question to them, thus giv-· 
ing them what is theirs by inherent right-the power to solve 
ilie liquor problem as they desire, to continue the traffic or put 
the liquor business out of goyernrnent, the Go\ernrnent out of 
the liquor business, and tile liquor business out of business. 
[Applause.] 

'.rhe SPEAKER. The Chair desires . as kindly as may be to 
suggest to the people in t~e galleries that they are here by the 

courtesy of the House, and the ru'les of the House prohibit 
either signs of applause or dissent. The House is here for a ' 
discussion of business and not as a show. [Applause.] · 

:Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBsoN]. · 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I address myself to the rule. 
It deals with a question of nation-wide importance, of world
wide importance, of race-wide importance. Alcohol has inter- ' 
fered with the orderly evolution of the human race. Some may 
disagree with me on that proposition, but no one can deny that 
millions upon millions of American people have a deep convic
tion similar to my own. Now, I cite the scroll o\er this body. 
It is simply a record of resolutions adopted at great public 
meetings. If the petitions themsel\es sent in were here 
they would co-rer miles in length. 0-rer 6,000,000 American 
eitizcns have petitioned on the subject, ten times as many peti
tioners as ever petitioned any GoYernment in the history of the 
world. 'l'weJ,-e thousand organizations have- passed official reso': 
lotions. What do these petitioners ask? Not that tllis Con
gress shall make the country dry, but that this Congress shall 
initiate, as the Constitution provides it the authority to initiate, 
a referendum allowing the people in the several States to decide 
upon this change in their o,,-n organic Jaw. This question has ' 
been before thjs House now for more than 12 months. It has 
been upon the calendar of the House since llay 9. We ha-re 
been patient in asking for its consideration. We have been 
thoughtful and considerate, and I feel that no one now can 
deny the question of consideration on such a question of refer
endum demanded by such a yast body of our citizens. 

I desire to correct the gentleman from Kansas [l\Ir. CAMP
BELL]. · Since the figures he used . about the proportion of 
population and the areas wet and dry were figured out there 
have been 5 so\ereign States added to the· dry list, o that 
to-day about 57 per cent of the people of the United States and 
about 76 per cent of tile area of this country is living under a 
prohibition Jaw passed by a majority yote of its citizens. The 
rule does not provide .cloture, but permits amendment. If it 
does not snit the views of llem)}ers here, let them offer amend
ments. The amendment prdposed provides a scientific treat
ment for a deep organic diseas2. The systematic debauching· 
of the youth is the origin of this terrible e,-n in our land. 
Investigations show that tile great national organizations of 
the liquor interests are tile agents. .Their motive is the gain 
and profit in tile sale of their goods to the crops of young 
drinkers as they become men. The amendment would remove 
the motive, the agent would disintegrate, the debauching of 
the youth would end, and the Nation would grow sober-the 
real, orgauic, scientific cure for this disease. [Applause.] 

The SPE.AKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. C..UIPBELL. .Mr. S11eaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from Wisconsin [1\fr. LENROOT]. 
Mr. LENROO'l'. 1\Ir. Speaker, I shall Yote to adopt this 

rule; but if adopted, I shall \ote against the constitutional 
amendment to which it relates. I shaH vote to adopt the rule,' 
because I believe that the proposed constitutional amendment is 
of such public_ interest that it should be considered and acted 
upon by Congress. In Yoting against the prohibition amendment 
I find myself upon the same. side as are the liquor interests, 
but tilat should not deter me from performing my duty as I 
see it. I cheerfully accord to others who differ from me upon 
this question that sincerity of opinion and deliberate and un-
biased judgment tha~ I claim for myself. · 

Whether prohibition is practicable and desirable is not the 
question before us now. We see before us a large numbeL' of 
posters this morning, setting fortll the evils of tile liquor traffic. 
We may well belie\e eyery statement contained in each one of 
these posters is true, and yet, in my view, we are not warranted 
in submitting this constih1tional amendment. In my mind thet·e 
are but two questions for U'S'tO'Consider-first, is the present 
state of public opinion upon this question such as would- justify 
the Congress of the United States in submitting this amendment, 
and, second, is tile question one which ought to be tlleSubjcct 
of Federal jurisdiction? I am what bas been called a Proqres
sive Republican, an(t mu probably regarded as more or less of 
a radical. I beHeve the Federal Constitution should be more 
easilv amended than is now possible, but I never have believed, 
and do not now belie\e, that Members of Congress have no re
sponsibility in the matter of proposing amendments. On the 
contrary, I believe that Congress neyer should propose an: 
amendment unless in its judgment there is a well-settled, de
liberately formed public opinion of such extent as to make it 
probable, a-t least, that if submitted it will be ratified by the 
necessary number of States in the very near futm·e. That con
dition with reference to this subject does not exist to-clay, and 
I think no one will claim that it does exist. 
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Mr. QUIN. WiU the gentleman yield? ~y friend the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY], 
Mr. LEl\TROOT. I have not time to yield now. ~Jd a number of times during his speech that they wanted to 
Members must remember this is not a referendum that can g1ve the people an opportunity to vote upon this question. The 

be accepted or rejected by the States. · The gentleman from gentleman from Pennsylvania, like myself, believes in a more 
Alabama [Mr. HoBsoN] and the gentleman from Pennsylvania direct participation of the people in government. He belie>es, 
(Mr. KELLY) treat it as a referendum. It is not. There is I know, as I do, that upon any great principle, instead of sub
no such thing as the rejection of a proposed amendment to the mitting it alone to the legislatures the people should have the 
Federal Constitution by the States. · If a State ratifies it, the right to vote upon it. But when you Yote for this amendment
matter is settled, so far as that State is concerned, for all time you take away the power of the people in the States to pass 
to come. But if it rejects it, it means nothing more than the upon it and place it in the hands of representatives onlv-a
postponement of the matter until another legislature is elected. principle which both he and I have opposed in the past. (.~p-
In other words, if the State · ratifies the proposed amendment, plause.] · 
it has no power ther2after to reconsider its action; but if it Mr. FESS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there? 
refuses to ratify it, any subsequent legislature may again vote The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 
upon it. So when an amendment leaves Congress it is never Mr. LENROOT. I yield for a question .. 
rejected, never dies, but liYes on until ratifie by the required Mr. FESS. Do yo~ .mean to say that an amendment of the 
number of States; and it might easily be that when the last Constitution is not a matter that the people speak on? 
State has ratified it the States first ratifying it may have Mr. LENROOI'. OnJy in the way that they speak upon eYery 
changed their views and, in fact, be opposed to it. This is other legislative question that comes up in a State. 
why great care should be exercised in proposing constitutional Mr. FESS. Then, do you mean by that that our method of 
amendments, and only after public opinion is so well settled amending the ~ederal Constitution is wrong? 
as to practically insure early ratification should they be sub- Mr. LENROOT. I. do. I would like to see our method 
mitted by Congress. This is a general principle that should changed so that the people themselves would vote upon an 
govern all cases. And believing in that principle as I do I amendment to the Constitution. [Applause.] I would like to 
can not make au exception in this case. see the people of each State vote directly upon a consti tntional 

Another principle that I believe should govern this constitu- amendment ibstead of its going to the legislatures only. 
tional amendment is that the people of the several States Mr. FALCONER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
should ha-ve the largest measure of self-government possible, Mr. LENROOT. I regret I can not. I have arranged to 
and whenever they can themselves directly and effectually de- yield back the remainder of my time to the gentleman from 
termine a policy affecting them alone the Federal Government Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL]. Otherwise I would be glad to yield. 
should not intervene. Tested by that principle, I can not sup- The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas has 13 minutes. 
port this amendment. Each State now has full power to enact .Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I yield ·10 minutes to the gentle-
and enforce prohibition laws within its borders. The Federal man from North Carolina [Mr. Pou]. 
Constitution provides: " The Congress, whenever two-thirds of The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
both Houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose amendments Pou] is recognized for 10 minutes. . 
to the Constitution." The Constitution itself, therefore, im- Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, being firmly convinced that the 
poses upon each Member of Congress the duty of deciding that question of prohibition should be settled by the respective States 
it is necessary before voting for a proposed amendment. Bear- of the Nation, I have from the beginning -opposed the rule now 
ing in mind my oath of office, before I can justify a vote for this d 
amendment I must deem it necessary, and I can not relieve my- un er consideration. My conviction in this respect is so strong 
self from the responsibility which the Constitution imposes that I would have prevented a favorable report if I had pos
upon me by saying that this is only a referendum, and I will sessed the power to do so. [Applause.] I shall, therefore, 
vote to submH it, whether I deem it necessary or not. There- vote against the adoption of the special rule or resolution uow 
fore, when the States have full power over the subject, when under consideration. 
only a minority of the States have enacted prohibition laws for Some of those who favor national prohibition have snid, 
themselves, I can not deem it necessary that this amendment "Surely you are not opposed to giving the people of the Nation 
be proposed, and, tested by this principle, I must vote against it. the privilege of passing on this question. It is merely a refer~ 

A short time ago we passed the Webb law relating to inter- endum we are asking for. Everyone--even those who are op
state shipment of liquors. That law was warmly supported, posed to national prohibition-should be willing to or<ler the 
and, indeed, proposed, by some of the organizations that are now referendum we ask for." Mr. Speaker, I can not vote to sub
urging this amendment. I supported the Webb bill and was mit this question to the States without doing violence to a cardi
warmly commended by the opponents of the liquor interests for nal principle of the party to which I belong, and no man should 
doing it. But the Webb law is the very antithesis of this propo- ask me to put aside my convictions until the people I represent 
sition. The Webb law relinquished to the various States aU have had opportunity to calmly consider both sides of the ques
control which the Government had over the shipment of liquor tion and after careful consideration, understanding fully all the 
into prohibition States 1mder the interstate-commerce clause of consequences, have ordered me to cast such vote. 
the Constitution. Then the contention was made that the I do not believe the people of the district I represent have 
States should have full power over the subject and that the given House joint resolution 277, known as the Hobson nationai 
Federal Government should not exercise .any jurisdiction what- prohibition resolution, the consideration that resolution is en
ever over it in prohibition States. I believed that contention titled to receive. I do not believe they have considered the 
was right then, and I believe it is right now. If the contention effect on the Nation as a whole of the referendum we are asked 
then made was right, the ·contention now made by the advocates to order or the result of the ratification of the Hobson amend
of this amendment is wrong. The constitutionality of the 'Vebb ment by three-fourths of the States of the Union. 
law is now before the Supreme Court of the United States. If What is the nature of this referendum you are asking fori 
it shall be held that in the Webb law we exceeded our constitu- Will this matter be settled by one election or even more in the 
tioual power, then I stand ready to vote for any amendment to States respectively? The referendum which some of you say 
the Constitution necessary to give to the States full and com- should be ordered as a matter of course will light the fires of a 
plete control over the subject. In the words of the Constitution, controversy which will rage for a generation. Even the most 
I ''would deem it necessary" that such an amendment be pro- sanguine do not hope for a settlement of the question within 
posed as essential to effectual control by the States over their five years, and in my humble judgment there is not a man in 
internal affairs and demanded by the well-established public this Chamber to-day who will be living when a vote is taken by 
opinion of the country. · the legislature of the State which will finally settle the refer-: 

There is much more that might be said if I had the time, but endum you are asking for. If the legislature of a State yotes 
in the few minutes that I have I can do no more than outline the for the ratification · of this amendment, that State is imme
princi}11es upon which I base my Yote. diately enrolled as one of the 36 States necessary to make this 

One other observation, howe-ver, I . regard as important. I amendment part of the Constitution. If, on the conh·ary, the 
believe profoundly that upon any great question involving a rad- legislature of a State votes against the ratification of this 
ical change of policy of government, whether State or Federal, amendment, the question is not settled in that State at all, for 
it is desirable, whenever possible, that the people vote directly I the next succeeding legislature may ignore the action of the 
upon the question. In the matter of prohibition, when it is legislature which refused to ratify, and by affirmative yote 
proposed as a State matter, the people of the State vote directly may thereafter place the same State in the roll of those favor-· 
upon it; but if this amendment is proposed by Congress, the ing the adoption of this resolution as part of the organic law 
people will not Yote upon it at all, but it will be acted upon by of the land. The general assembly of a State ratifies the pr9-
the Jegisla_tures of the States, which suggests another reason posed amendment ; the matter is settled so far as that State' 
why it should be left for each State to settle for itself. is concerned; but if the general assembly shall decline to ratify,' 
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nothing is settled so far as that State is conc~rned. for any 
succeeding legislature, as I ·hav-e said, can ignore the action 
of its predeces or in refusing to ratify this JITOpased amend
ment to the Constitution. In other words, we are asked to 
order a referendum with no date set when the contest, which 
'\Till surely rage, must end. This Congress is asked to submit 
this question whi~h -arouses the passion and prejudice of the 
people as no other question of the hour. No matter how many 
States refuse to ratify, no matter how often any single State 
withholds ratification, the battle will continue until the neces
sary ~6 States have through their general assemblies ratified 
the amendment proposed. Therefore, I say, no living man can 
see the end. 

I do not believe the people in the district I have the honor 
to represent ha>e given this proposed referendum the consid
eration to wbich it is justly entitled. I can not agree to sub
mit a question with such far-reaching consequences until I 
believe I have the mandate of my people to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the amendment we are asked to submit: 
Resol'IJed by the Senate and House of Repre-sentatius of the United 

States of America in Congrebs assembled (tu;o-thirds of each Houi!C con
curring thereLn), That the following amendment of the Constitu tJOn be, 
and hereby is, proposed to the States. to become valid as a fart of the 
Constitution when ratified by the legislatures ot the severn States as 
provided by the Constitution: 

u .ARTTCLE -. 

" SECTIO:. 1. The sale, manufacture for sale, -transportation for sale, 
importation for sale of intoxieatmg liquors for bevet·age purposes in the 
United States and all territory subject to the jurisdiction thereof, and 
exportation for sale theTeof, are forever proWbited. 

·• SEC. 2. The Congres , or the States within their respeetive juris
dictions, shall have puwer to enforce this article by all needful le-gis
lation." 

In the brief time allotted to me I ca:n not, of course, discuss fully 
this proposed. amendment. I will, howe-ver, venture to say this 
right now : It is amazing to me that true temperance reformers 
should insist that the ratification of such an amendment will 
prevent the wholesale consumption of intoxicating drink. All 
of my life I have stood for temperance. I not only supported 
the "f\-rebb law, but I had the honor to present the resolution 
from the Committee on Rules pro>iding for the consideration of 
that me::~sure. I voted .for State prohibition when it was nat 
popular to do so in the county in which I li\'e. In my own heart 
I feel that I want to do what I can to promote thB cause of 
temperance. Never in my life ha>e I lmow~ugly voted for an 
immoral proposition. I stated t-.~ the delegation which asked for 
a special rule to consider the Webb law that I could never sup
port the proposition of national prohibition. 

Under the vroposed amendment any man who can raise a few 
do11ars to pay for a whisky still can manufacture all the 
whisky or brandy he cares to manufacture. 

The blockade still is the curse of any rural community. If 
you allow the man who is willing to violate the law to mal>:e all 
the whisky he wishes to make, he will take the chances about 
selling it. This amendment does ·not prevent the manufacture 
of intoxicating liquor at all. It only pre>ents the manufacture 
of such liquor where it is made for sale, its transportation for 
sale, its importation for sale. and, in my judgme'!lt, its effect 
will be to encourage rather than discourage the indiscriminate 
manufacture of whisky and brandy. 

But it is contended that the second section remedies the 
trouble. In that section Congress or the States shall ha;-e power 
to enforce this article by all needful legislation. Enforce it how? 
By passing all needful legislation to prevent the manufacture of 
whisky? Not at all. The States may do that or may not. The 
only legislation which would enforce this article must be legis
lation against the sale, manufacture for sale, importation "for 
sale of intoxicating liquor tor beverage purposes. The pro
posed amendment migbt very properly be entitled an amend
ment to legalize the illicit still in the United States. It might 
well be entitled "An act to encourage the manufactme of in
toxicating drink by individuals,'' for any man who can raise a 
few dollars to pay for a still can manufacture as much as he 
wishes. I am told that whisky stills are advertised for sale at 
$15 each. But I have not time, l\1r. Chairman, to discuss the 
merits of tbe proposed article. Other gen~emen will discuss 
both sides fully. 

My objection to the proposition is fundamental. There are 
48 States in the Union. Each of these States should forever 
retain the power to regulate the liquor n·affic according to the 
will of the people of that State. If there is just one Stateofthe 
48 which wi he to remnin wet, I say the wishes of the majority 
of the people of that State should be respected. [Applause.] 

If 47 go wet and just .one wishes to remain dry, I say the will 
of a majority of the people of that ·state should b.e respected by 
all the other States of the Union. [Applause.] The principle 
bas stood the test of years. I plant myself upon it now and 

belie>e I am ,.ight. The peopie of North Carolina. should 'n ot 
wish to dictare ·to th~ people of Pennsyl>ania how they should 
regulate the liquor trrrtfic. No Jlliln cRn tell what the future 
has in store. 1f a resolution were offered to read as follows: 
No State shall pass a hlw prohibiting the manufacture and sale 
of intoxicating drink. I would oppose that amendment tipon 
exactly the fundamental grotmd I am oppo tng this. I am will
ing to go the limit in Stlf>porting e;-ery State in the enforcement 
of i_ts laws. But I will ne>er concede the ~·ight of rennsyl
vama or Maine or Cali-fornia to pnrticip:ate in the iuterual 
afl'..'lirs of my own State, no·r will I clnim :my snch ri<Tht for 
North Carolina. That is safe, soun<l L>emocratic doctri~e, and 
we cnn not ·go Yery fur astray so long as \Ye adhere to it. 
tAppla·use.] 

Onr Republicn.n friends wet·e in po-wer for 16 consecuti>e 
rears. Theirs i uot a State rights party, but they were wl ·e 
enough to o.bsen-e this prindple. 1\ot quite two vears of the 
]Jresent administration ilas pa sed, and ret the recor·d of achieYe
ment is without rparallel. Jt is now proposed to make national 
prohibition the paramount issue. E>errthing else must go to 
the winds. '.rhe woTk of this administre~tion hns hardly had a 
trial, b-ut that does not matter; a 1irebrand mu t be cast in the 
lap of the Nation. E>erything mu~t lle made subordiw1te to 
the great tasR: of securing 36 States to Tatify this a meudrnent. 
It does not matter how long it takes. whether 10 rears or 50. 
You southern Dem~ats who fan>r this proposition are about 
to commit, I firmly be1ien~, a monumental mi take. 
Wh~n you have ratified that law what condition will '\OU 

have? In commmrlties where public sentiment is llack of our 
law, it will be enforced; in communities where public senti
ment is .against your law, it will not be enforc::!.l. Iu States 
where n majority of the peo-ple want prohibition. yo-n will have 
enforcement; in St:ltes where a majority are w•aiu t the pr<l
posed amendment, yon will not ha>e euforceruent unless . ·on 
use F-ederal constabulary, and where is the man who \Yishes to 
see officers from on'c State sent to another ,_tate to aitl 111 the 
enforcement of Jnw'? Snch a condition is the first step tomml 
d;-il war. Gad forbid that -we haTe t>u.ch condition in anv State 
of thls Union. Remember. gentlemen, no law is ·stronger than 
the· jury box. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, Jet iu; be practical and let us strin:: to be 8-eosi
ble in dea1ing witll this matter. Tbis proposed nrnendruent 
is not going to end drunkenness in this NHt1on. Qnite a umu
ber of States hn>e already adopted prohibition. My jnrlg:ment 
is that c.onditious were .made better by the a.ction of the. (• 
State . but the adoption of prohibi_tion by these Stlltes d i<l uot 
end m·unkenness or the traffic in liqUOL'. In 1901 I was in ~ 
city of a State which for years has had proLibition by consti
tutional amendment and yet there were at tlla t time, so I , :1 s 
reliably informed, 87 places where a man could buy a drinl~ 
whene-y:er he ~vou1d go for it. These places were run openly: 
some of them -On the Sabbath. Their proprietors w€re h.--nown 
to the city anth.oritie . It is true they were indicted onre a 
rear and forced to pay a fine into the city treasury about eqnal 
to a modernte license, but they were allowed to Tun Qopenly 
and, so far as I have heard, they ha>e never been clo ed. I 
expect they are running, some of them, at least. to-day. 

It is very much more easy to enforce the Jaw where the 
unit .of enfoTcement is small. If State laws against the liquor 
h·affic are openly violated in communities where public senti
ment winks at such violation. we need not ho})e that nch a 
law .as the .one now under consideration will receiYe any grenter 
respect in communities which ar€' opposed to its enfprc€'ment. 

You are, therefore, proposing to surrender two hundretl and 
sixty-seven millions of taxes. which the Government collects 
annually from the liquor traffic. and, in my judgment, you are 
proposing to bring upon the Nation a wot·se conjjtion than you 
have now. This two hundred and sixty-se>en mil1ious mu t be 
raised. It can only be rai ed by taxing something. Do yon 
think the people of the Nation are ready to pay two hundred 
and sixty-seven millions each year to try out an exp.eriment1 
Even Mr. Bryan says this is not an opportune time. 

Mr. Speaker, 1 have been in public life a good long time. 
For a quarter of a centul), without a break. I hn>e @ened my 
State or my country. 1 think I realize the pos ible conse
quences of the vote I am about to cast. I can speak the trnth 
and say that I ha>e tried to persuade my elf that I could con
sistently support this resolution. I have close friends on both 
sides of this center aisle. I am proud to say. Some of them. at 
least, know how I have felt about this matter. During all the 
years I have been in public service, whatever faults may have 
been mine. I can at least say this: I have been true to the con
scienc.e which Almi~ty God implanted in my breast. 

I respect, J: .admire the noble men and women who are mak
ing this fight, .ana God knows that I hold no brief for any 
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human being engaged in the liquor traffic; but. 1\fr. Chairman, 
if I were to cast a vote in favor of this amendment, I would be 

·surrendering the most cherished principle for which I have fought 
all my life. I simply can not do it unless I feel I am ordered 
to do so in c!ear and unmistakable terms by those I represent. 

Mr. Speaker, I can not help having the convictions I cherish 
on this subject. They a-re the results of teachings of a life
time. If I were to surrender these conl'ictions to make myself 
popular the very people who are urging me to mpport the 
Hobson amendment, would have no respect for me. [Applause.] 
I am not changing my position. I stand just where I stood when 
the Webb bill was before the House. I supported that measure in 
order to help the States to enforce the laws which the people of 
certain States had seen fit to pass. If that law is not strong 
enough to accomplish the results intended to be accomplished, 
if it is not strong enough to carry into effect the will of the 
people of the respectiYe States, I repeat I am ready to \Ote to 
make it effective. 
. Where the people of a State vote in favor of prohibition, I 
sm ready to help the people of that State to make effective 
their will as expressed by the majority at the ballot box. but 
I can not surrender the principle that each State should have 
the right to regulate the liquor traffic, without interference in 
any way whatever by the people of any other State. If that 
is not true democracy, then I am not a Democrat. The southern 
Democrat who votes in favor of this amendment certainly sets 
a dangerous precedent. We of the South have claimed the 
l'ight to regulate our State matters, -without interference on the 
part of any other State. 

Mr. Speaker, let us consider for a moment the possible effect 
of the precedent which would be ::;e . if this Congress should sub
mit this proposed amendment for ratification, not by the people, 
but by the legislatures of 36 States. 

I am a southern man. While I lol'e my people and am proud 
of their history, I am as intensely American as any man in this 
Chamber. I am speaking but the simple truth when I . declare 
that the first solicitude .of every man is for his home. When 
the hour of peril comes, the God of Nature has put in the heart 
of every man that anxious feeling which prompts him to inquire 
whether danger threatens his State, his county, his home. 
Where is the man who will deny the existence of this natural 
impulse? Where is the man ashamed to own it? Where is the 
man who is not proud to ad:nit it? We of the South know what 
it is to suffer. True indeed, our fathers and mothers knew suf
fering far greater than we of a later gener!ltion. I shall not 
revive the sleeping passion and prejudice of a former day by 
reciting the trials through which my people have passed, but I 
will say this. Men have written books cal1ed novels about the 
trials and suffering of which I speak, and yet the half of what 
our people endured has not been told. Their trials were so 
galling, their humiliation so terrible, it is beyond human power 
to tell it all. Every southern man and many northern men who 
have cast their lot with us know this is true. 

Standing in this presence to-day and looking back down the 
vista of the last 50 years, I tell you all that tile very civilization 
of my State and of every Southern State depends upon the sur
vival of the principle for which we of the South who oppose this 
amendmell.t are fighting. We have disfranchised the ignorant 

• negro vote; we were forced to do it to preserve t. ur civilization 
and our institutions and to have peace. We did what was best 
for the white man and what was best for the colored man. jWe 
did not deprive him of the right to vote in anger vr with maiice. 
We took away the ballot as the adult takes the pistol from the 
hand of a child. 

And I want to tell you that the negro himself is better satis
fied under the new order of things. If you think we are not 
doing our duty to our colored population, go down South and ask 
any intelligent colored man to tell you what we are doing, and 
while you are there ask that same colored man to tell you what he 
thinks of conditions now as compared to conditions 25 years ago. 

Where is the southern man who would be willing to concede 
to 36 States the right and power to undo what we have done? 
If you vote for this amendment, you are voting to sun·ender 
that principle. If it is right for the legislatures of 36 States to 
decide how all the 48 States shall deal with the liquor traffic, 
it is also right for the legislatures of the same 36 States to pre
scribe the qualification of the voters in all the 48 States of the 
Union. 1\len of the South, argue as you may, you can not escape 
that conclusion. It follows as night follows day. And if you 
think this question is settled by the action of the several States 
of the South. you are woefully mistaken. Almost every year 
you hear mutterings of discontent. You all know, or ought to 
know, that States outside of the South have not accepted our 
action as final. Jealousy exists because we retain our repre
sentation in Congrel?S notwithstanding the reduced vote. 

Suppose an amendment to the Constitution should be submit
ted by Congress reading as follows: "No State shall deprive 
any citizen of the right to vote except upon conYiction of crime," 
how many States through their legislatures are ready now to 
ratify that or a similar amendment? My own opinion is worth 
little, but I believe such an amendment would be ratified by the 
legislatures of more than 25 States within less than six mont hs 
after its submission by Congress. 

If I am correct, then what condition would be presented? 
J ust 11 more States would be needed to make the pro11o. ed 
amendment part of the Nation's Constitution, just 11 Stutes 
needed to repeal the grandfather law, as it is .called in my State 
and other Southern States, just 11 more legisla tures (not t he 
people) to undo all we fought for a ceneration to accomplish. 
This is not idle speculation. It is a simple statement of what 
.will certainly be attempted, an effort whic:!:l may succeed. Con
gress can go overwhelmingly one way or the other in a short 
space of time. Since I have been a Member of this House I 
have seen it change from almost two to one Republican to two 
to one Democratic. 

And let us not forget the course of an amendment prescribing 
the right to vote would be identically the same as the com: e of 
this proposed amendment as pointed out by myself and other 
gentlemen who have spoken. What would that course be? Let 
me repeat, if 25 States through their legislatures (not by vote 
of the people) ratify an amendment pres<;:ribing the quali fi ca
tions of the voter, those 25 Sta tes take their place for an indefi
nite time in the list of those fal'oring such an amendment. 
Then the struggle would be narrowed down to 11 States neces
sary to make the proposed amendment part of the Constitution. 
No matter how often a legislature voted" no," the next succeed
ing legislature could vote "yes," and the former vote of " no" 
goes for nothing. But when a legislature voted "yes," no suc
ceeding legislature could l'ote "no." Let us keel) this in mind. 
No time would be set when all States must act. If at any t ime 
in the future, whether 5 years or 50 years hence, 36 States 
through their legislatures (not by l'Ote of the people, mind you) 
should vote "yes," the amendment would become part of the 
Constitution. 

Well has the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. LENEOOT, said, 
there is no such thing as the final rejection of a proposed amend
ment to the Constitution by a 'State. 

Your so-called prohibition amendment, as I have snid, would 
light the fires of a controversy which would probably rage for a 
generation. And in my humble judgment; if you set this prece· 
dent, you do all this Congress can do to induce those who suc. 
ceed us to submit the other amendment of which I have S!'Qken. 

My friends, I submit to you is it worth the risk? Must we do 
this without instructions clear and explicit from the voters of 
the districts we represent? Must we do this, when the plat
form of our party over and over again has said no? Must we 
do this thing in this the second Democratic Congress elected in . 
20 years? Do you who propose to vote for this-proposition, do 
you think your constituents have carefully considered the pos
sible consequences? When did you ever discuss it with them? 
How many people in your districts do you suppose realize there 
will be no end to the fight when it is once started, unless it ends 
in the adoption of this so-called prohibition amendment? How 
many l'oters in your districts do you think have stopped to con
sider the danger of the precedent you are about to set? How 
many voters have paused a single moment to consider the 
tremendous import of the thing? 

In m~service as a public man, I say to you never, nel'er have 
I cast . a vote . which so vitally affects the liberties of the people 
I represent, and I declare here and now I will not vote for a 
proposition which violates every principle and all tradition of 
the party to whi<:h I belong, unless I feel I am ordered to do so 
by those I represent. 

Just one word more about the danger of setting a bad .prece
dent. Do yon imagine that the Southern States will always 
remain Democratic? Has that been their history? Each man 
can answer that for himself. I spoke of the possibility of Con
gress submitting an amendment prescribing the qualifications of 
the voter. I want to remind my friends from the South that 
twice in my lifetime have -legislat:ures been elected in North 
Carolina which I firmly believe would ha-ve voted "yes " if an 
amendment such as I ha..ve mentioned had been submitted. I 
regret to say this, but I believe it is the truth, and I believe 
every Member from my State will agree that the statement is 
true. 

This is not a question of prohibition. It is not a question of 
temperance. Many who write or wire asking us to vote for it 
think it is, but when they read this so-called prohibition amend
ment, when they pause to consider what they are asking us t o 
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do, I predict we will receive letters and telegrams asking us to 
vote the other way if there is a vote upon this question here
after. For the Hobson amendment is not going to stop the 
manufacture of liquor; it is not going to stop the drinking of 
liquor. The statistical abstract shows .that the consumption of 
intoxicating. drink has steadily increased. It does pretend to 
stop the sale for be-rerage purpo es, and I have yet to see the 
first Member of this body who insists it will do what is claimed 
for it by its author. 

1\Ir. Speaker, there are times when it is hard to stand true to 
a principle. One of those times is when the principle does not 
exactly fit the occasion. Another time is when there is a popu
lar demand for an exception to be made. This may be one of 
those times. 

So long as I am a Member of this House I shall not be an 
automaton. I am one of those who believe that public sentiment 
may not always be right. If public sentiment were always 
right it would not change so frequently. I for one am not will
ing to change my views upon a great, vital, fundamental propo
sition like this because there is or appears to be considerable 
sentiment among good people favorable to such change, for I 
belie>e I am right as firmly as I believe in my existence. 

With the great Vance I believe in the right of the people to 
instruct their Representatives. If hereafter they shall instruct 
me on this question, if I am a member of this body, I will have 
the option to obey or resign, but until I do feel that I am in
structed by the people I represent, I take my stand 'vith '.fhomas 
Jefferson, with Zebulon B. Vance, and with Woodrow Wilson. 
If I am wrong, Jefferson was wrong, and Vance was wrong, and 
the President, stri>ing as he is for the good of the average man, 
is also wrong to-day. 

If the Hobson amendment is adopted, men will drink just as 
they drinl{ to-day. You can not make a nation sober by act of 
Congress or by constitutional amendment. There is a better 
self in the heart of every human being; only by appeal to that 
better self can you wean men away from drink. 

Shade of Washington and Jefferson, shade of Lincoln, shade 
of our own immortal Vance, rise up now and tell us what is right. 
The God of my father knows I want to do what is right to-day. 
Whether I shall ever be elected again as a Member of this 
House is a matter of small importance. My life, Mr. Speaker, 
like yours, is no more than a bubble on a lake. You see it now, 
and now it is gone fore>er. Who can say who .will be the next 
summoned to appear before the bar of Q{)d? It may be I ; it 
may be you. If it be I, I can at least say when the summons 
comes, I voted to-day as my conscience told me to vote. I did 
what I believed to be right. [Applause.] 

Mr. HENRY. 1\fr. Speaker, bow much time did the gentleman 
from North Carolina use? 

The SPEAKER. He yields back two minutes. 
1\!r. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I 

remaining? , 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas has 17 minutes 

remaining and the gentleman from Texas has 18 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield four minutes to the gentleman 
from California [l\Ir. KENT]. 

1\Ir. KENT. Mr. Speaker, while I am in entire sympathy with 
those who are making the fight against indubitable evils, I have 
ne-rer belieTed in the feasibility of enforcing national prohibi
tion except by the education of all our people and through the 
police restrictions applied to smaller units of population. 

I can not but be opposed to saloons as being sources of social 
infection. I am opposed to the liquor traffic as being wasteful 
as well as demoralizing. ' 

I am in favor of local option and ba ve seen 1 t successfully 
enforced, whereas I have seen the failure of the attempt in our 
free country to impose this sort of legislation on large adverse 
minorities, notably in the impossibility of enforcing the Illinois 
State law providing for Sunday closing against the will of the 
majority of the people of Chicago. 

I believe in direct legislation by the people and in a referen
dum vote on such questions as this. 

When the question was first asked me, nearly a year ago, as 
to what position I intended to take on this amendment, I stated 
that I considered this amendment as offering an opportunity 
for a nation-wide referendum and that I intended to support it. 

But a careful study of the process of constitutional amend
ment shows that that process does not procure a direct vote of 
the people on the matter at issue. To validate suc.li a claim 
would necessitate taking for granted that all Members of Con
gress and all members of State legislatures privileged to vote 
on such a question would be elected on one sole and single issue. 

Such claim of an amendment being a popular referendum 
would further presuppose that the people of a State adopting an 

amendment would never change their minds between the original 
adoption by their State and the final ratification by three-fourths 
of the States. 

_During my campaign there was before the people of my dis
trlct a State prohibition law for their acceptance or rejection. 
Here was a direct referendum, unequi-rocal ' in its nature and I 
stated and mailed the statement to all the voters in my district 
that I should accept the v-erdict of the di trict as in truction in 
this matter, concerning which I was in grave doubt, not as to 
end, but as to means. 
. The -rote of the district was o-rerwhelmingly against prohibi

tion, by an ad>erse majority of practically 15,000 in a total 
Yote of 73,000. It would have been equal1y large against saloons 
if-opportunity had been offered.by the proponents of temperance 
to >ote on the saloon issue. That Yote was opposed to qualify· 
ing or impeding the right of local option. 

It is for. this reason, Mr. Speaker, that I, who haYe always 
fought ngamst saloons and against the eYils of the liquor trade, 
who >oted for the Webb bill as strengthening control by the 
State , feel myself obligated to vote against this amendment at 
this time. 

Furthermore, l\Ir. Speaker, I believe that any prohibition act 
should pro>ide for due notice and in some cases for reimburse
ment for property destroyed, as was proposed by President Lin
coln in the question of emancipation of the sla>es. 

I can not blot from my mind the undesened hardship that 
would come to the many industrious. ponest, nnd sober wine 
growers of my district, whose industry has always been eu
cour·aged by State and National legislation and action. Should 
their business be declared illicit and destroyed without due 
redress or compensation? [Applause.] . 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California yields back 
one minute. 

1\Ir. HE~~Y. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the gen
tleman from .Maryland [ l\lr. COADY]. 

~!r. COADY. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the pending reso
lution because of the great loss of revenue its passage would 
entail not only on the National Government but on the govern
ment of those States where the sale of intoxicatin..., liquors is 
now authorized by law. ~ 

And I am oppo ed to it because any attempt to enforce it in 
the cities of the country would end in failure. Such an attempt 
would involve the employment of thousands of officials and the 
expenditure of vast sums of the public moneys without any 
corresponding moral benefits accruing to the people. 

I will not attempt to deal in figures as to the lo ses that the 
Federal Government would sustain. The gentlemen who follow 
me will dwell upon that phase of the case and will show you 
that the losses from revenue on distilled spirits and malted 
liquors would amount to over $200,000.000. 

T.o this we should add the loss of income taxes recel-red from 
individuals and corporations engaged in the liquor business 
which would be considerable. ' 

As I have stated, we would have an annual deficit of o-rer 
$200,000,000. This will have to be made up by imposing addi
tional taxes, unless of course we curtail in our nece ary ap
propriations, which is out of the question. Our appropriations 
increase annually, and will continue to do so as the country 
grows larger and expands. So we must therefore get new
sources of internal revenue. Where will we find them? 

Are you prepared to make the income tax on individuals and 
corporations 6 per cent instead of 1 per cent? 

This might make up the deficiency, if we also impose a tax 
on all incomes without limit. 

Or, as revenues must be raised to run the Government, are 
you prepared to put an interLal-re-renue tax on the food we 
eat and the clothes we wear? 

Are you ready and willing to ful'tber add to the poor man's 
burdens? 

I represent in part the great city of Baltimore. one of the 
be t governed cities in the country, with a population of nearly 
600.000 happy, contented people, and a city as free as any in 
the land from crime and disorder. We license the saloop.s there, 
and our annual reyenues from this source total about $1.200:000. 
The State receives one-fourth of this amount, or about $300.000, 
and the city retains three-fourths, or $900.000. The los of this 
revenue would mean an increase in taxes of 4 cents on the $100 
on the part of the State and 30 cents on the $100 on the part 
of the city. In addition to this there would be the great loss 
to our taxable basis occasioned by the depreciation of the 
value of the property of the hotels and other public houses· 
the virtual destruction of the brewery and distillery plants. fo; 
the passage of this resolution would mean their confiscation 
and the serious or almost total impairment of the value of their 
stocks and securities now on our tax books. Without question 
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this would add to our loss in taxes annually of a sum over 
$1,000,000, all of which would force us to place upon our people 
and their property new and additional taxes and would increase 
our city and State tax rates, which now are about $2.30, to a 
rate of $3 or more. The people, the property, and the commer
cial and manufacturing industries of my city can not stand such 
a rate. It would be ruinous to them, and I appeal to you not 
to force this amendment on them. We have spent millions of 
dollars in public improvements, and on the s~rength of these 
revenues have pledged our public credit. 

What I have said about my own city of Baltimore and the 
effect of this measure on its people and their business applies 
with equal truth and force to the other cities of this great 
country, small and large alike. 

The conservative business, financial, and laboring people of 
this country, with but few exceptions, are opposed to this reso
lution. In the last few days I have been almost swamped with 
letters and telegrams asking me to vote against it, and they 
came from the best and most substantial people, and I have 
received few, very few, mes ages in its favor. 

They claim that it would injuriously affect the trade of the 
country; that any effort to enforce Jt would involve an enor
mous outlay of money; and that it is better to license, regulate, 
and supervise public drinking places and get the enormous 
revenues that come :from such licensing than by prohibition 
close them and cause to spring up in their places a lot of un
taxed and unregulated blind tigers and speak-easies, such as 
now abound and flourish in the so-called dry States. 

Wherever tried enforced prohibition has been a lamentable 
and miserable failure. You can not force legislation of this 
kind on a great mass of people who do not want it and who, 

· ·not wanting it, will neither observe nor respect it. To attempt 
to do so would require thousands, perhaps hundreds of thou
sands, of Federal police, with authority to search and arrest. 
Think of the probably dangerous and vicious political effect 
of the employment of such agents, and think, too, of the enor
mous expense connected with it that must be borne by the 
people. And then let us ask ourselves if we are prepared to 
incur the risk. 

Let us render our decision according to the merits of this 
case. Let us be guided in reaching that decision by reason and 
the experience of mankind. Above all, let us be sincere. 
[Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. 'The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. COADY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex

tend my remarks. 
Mr. MANN. I suppose the gentleman will have the privilege 

of extending, under the rule, when the rule is adopted. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair does not know whether the 

speeches on this rule are included in that gift or not. 
1\Ir. MANN. Then I ask unanimous consent that all gentle

men who speak on the rule may have the privilege of extending 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from illinois [1\Ir. MANN] 
asks unanimous consent that all gentlemen who have spoken or 
may spenk on this rule have five legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks in the RECORD. Is there objection? 

Mr. HULINGS. I should like to ask the gentleman to in
clude in his request that those who desire to speak on the rule, 
but who are prohibited from so speaking, be permitted to print 
their remarks. 

:Mr. :MANN. They will have that right under the rule. 
Mr. HULINGS. If the rule is adopted, they will. 
Mr. 1\lANN. If the sun rises to-morrow morning-and it will. 

-[Laughter.] 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani

moLIS consent that all gentlemen who have spoken or may speak 
on this rule have five legislative days in which to extend their 
remarks. Is there objection? 

1\Ir. HULINGS. l\Ir. Speaker, I desire to can attention to 
the fact that if this rule is defeated those who do not speak on 
the rule will be prohibited from printing in the REcoRD. 

The SPEAKER. As soon as the Chair puts the request of 
the gentleman from Illinois he will put any request that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has to make. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HULINGS. And in case the rule is defeated I ask unani

mous consent that those gentlemen who desire to print remarks 
in the RECORD on the rule shall have thaf permission. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that in the event that this rule is defeated 
any gentleman who did not get a chance to make a speech on 
the rule shall have fi\e legislative days in which to extend his 
rema1·ks. Is there objection? ' 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HENRY. I yield two minutes to . the gentleman from 

Georgia [1\fr. HOWARD]. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I 
shall vote for this rule, which I hope will be adopted, and I 
shall vote for this resolution. Sixty thousand of the best citi
zens of the State of Georgia have petitioned me as one of their 
Representatives to cast my vote for this rule and this resolu- · 
tion, and I feel that it would be unfair to deny my people the 
right to register their will upon this, the greatest of our social· 
problems. I do not propose to enter into the moral question 
involved at all in what I shall say in favor of the adoption 
of the rule. I am for the adoption of the rule for the same 
reason that the gentleman from Wisconsin is against the rule
that we will eternally settle the question and leave it up to 
the States forever if the resolution is adopted; it will Iea\e it 
up to the people. The economics of the situation do not appeal 
to me. The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. CoADY] snys that 
we can not afford to lose the tax. The gain derived from · the 
sobering of the Nation from one end to the other, the enormous 
decrease in expense in the administration of the criminal laws, 
will more than balance the loss of revenue to the Federal 
Government. [Applause.] 

Mr. COADY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. HOWARD. I can not yield. For seven years in the 

prosecution of the laws in the State of Georgia I tried about 
7,400 criminals, and 90 out of every 100 were brought into 
court because they were addicted to the use of liquor or under 
its influence at the time the crime was committed. That con
dition throughout the land overweighs and overbalances any 
argument that can be made to me about the loss of revenue. 

It is not a question of whether I am a prohibitionist per
sonally; it is not a question whether you are an antiprohibi
tionist; it is a question,. pure and simple, Are we, as Repre
sentatives of American people, so cowardly as to refuse to sub
mit the question to them, that they may through their regu
larly elected legislatures express the will of a · majority as to 
this great national problem? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. HE~TRY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 

Maryland [1\lr. LINTHICUM]. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, we are asked by those who 

favor the Hobson resolution to amend the Constitution of the 
United States-which defines and limits the power of the 
National Government-by the adoption of this amendment 
against the sale of liquor. We are asked to do this by a gentle
man, a sincere friend of prohibition, but one who seems himself 
much i.n doubt as to how to accomplish this result. 

I direct attention to- the fact that during the past two years 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBSON] has introduced into 
this House 9 separate and distinct resolutions on this subject 
on as many different occasions, proposing to amend our Con
stitution, and to-day he announces that he proposes to offer at 
the proper time certain amendments to the one now pending, 
making in all 10 propositions. If he, after such lengthy and 
profound study, is not yet certain as to what should be done 
and just how the _proposed amendment should be worded, should 
we, the representatives of the people, vote to insert into our 
Constitution an amendment of which the author himself seems 
so uncertain and so unsettled? 

This amendment does not prohibit the use of liquor, as the 
advocates of local option and prohibition believe. It is intended 
only to prohibit the sale of liquor, and I am utterly astounded 

-in my conversation · with the advocates of this measure to find 
how few of them know its real terms. The amendment reads as 
follows: 

ARTICLE-. 
SECTIO~ 1. The sale, manufacture f01: · sale, transportation for sale, 

importation for sale, and exportation for sale of intoxicatin&: liquors for 
beverage purposes in the United States and all territory suoject to the 
jurisdiction t hereof are forever prohibited. 

SEc. 2. Congress shall have power to provide for the manufacture_, 
sale, importation, and transportation of intoxicating liquors for sacra
mental, medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical, or scientific purposes, or 
for use ;n the arts, and shall have power to enforce this article by all 
needful legislation. 

You will note that it does not prohibit the making nor tlae 
use of liquor, but is merely intended to prohibit its sale or its 
importation and exportation for sale purposes as a beverage. 

Under its terms any man or number of men or club could 
manufacture liquor for their own consumption. It would per
mit the distilling by individuals or bodies of men of alcoholic 
be\erages for their own use~ In other words, it means that 
whisky or other liquors may be maufactured by any man or 
body of men for their own consumption so long as they offer 
none for sale. Whisky is something which may be distilled by 
very simple methods. In fact, it can be made on a cooking 
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stove; and so it would be easy, under this amendment, for per
sons to manufacture whisky for their own use, while it would be 
difficult to make the lighter drinks. Thus we would encourage 
the use of heavy beverages in li2u of the less alcoholic and less 
harmful drinks. 

LET THE PEOPLE RULE. 

I do not believe the liquor questioil can be solved by an amend
ment to the Constitution, which could be adopted by a minority 
of the people of the land through their legislative bodies. In 
the adoption ·of a constitutional amendment each State, through 
its legislature, has the same voting power. For instance, the 
State of Delaware, with its 203,000 people, would have the same 
power in the adoption of this amendment as the State of New 
York, with its 8,000,000. Ten States of the Union might vote 
against the adoption, and yet the balance of the States could 
enact it. There are 10 States of the Union which contain more 
than half the population, and their votes might be counted 
against the amendment, and yet the balance of the States, repre
senting a minority of the people, could enact it. 

We have been urging "Let the people rule," and only lately 
we finished a campaign in which we claimed we had performed 
a great service to the American people by taking from the 
legislatures of the seyeral States the naming ·of United States 
Senators and Yesting their election in the people themselves. 
Shall we now do diametrically opposite and take from the people 
local self-government in the control of their liquor traffic, 
through their police power, and vest that power in the hands of 
the United States Government? 

FEDERAL ESPIONAGE, 

It has not been so many years since there went up from the 
people a great cry against what was commonly known as the 
force bill, proposing to establish Federal control of national 
elections; and if there is one thing which stands out above all 
others in the recollection and esteem of the people of Maryland 
for our late Senator Gorman, it is for the masterful part he 
played in the defeat of that proposed measure. 

Shall we so far forget the past as to approve an amendment 
which in its powers and inquisitorial nature is a close parallel 
·to the force bill? 

Thousands of Federal employees would te necessary for its 
enforcement, expense unlimited, and trouble and annoyance 
untold. 

I prefer to leaYe its solution to the people of the States and 
of those localities which desire it. Let good men, &bove re
proach, who have the confidence of the community, be intrusted 
with the execution of the liquor laws, and with public sentiment 
back of them upholding and aiding in the work we will get the 
best results. In my judgment, this is the only way to deal 
effectfvely with this important question. 

You can never enforce a law of this character unless you 
have public sentiment behind it. You can never legislate people 
good. They must be trained and educated so. It has been dem
onstrated time and again that you seldom convict a man before 
a jury of 12 of his peers if the law under which he is indicted is 
in conflict with the public sentiment of his community. We can 
therefore readily see how difficult it would be to enforce such 
a law against the will of the people of a State which had voted 

· against the adoption of the amendment and in which public sen
timent opposed its enforcement. 

I realize that some will say that you can not enforce prohibi
tion in a dry State because of the shipment of liquor from 
other States into dry territory. In answer to this, I direct 
attention to the Webb law, for which I voted in the Sixty-second 
Congress, which removes the anly possible justification or ex
cuse for this amendment. By its terms the several States of 
the Union were authorized to prohibit the importation and 
transportation of into~cating liquors into a State, or any part 
thereof, wherein the sale of liquors is made unlawful by the 
constitution or laws of such . State. 

STATE mGHTS. 

The President of the United States is the Commander in 
Chief of our Army and Navy. He appoints R.ll the judges and 
United States marshals; the postmasters, with their great 
swarm of employees; the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
which controls the :·ailroads ; the "Federal Trades Commission, 
which controls interstate business; the internal-revenue col
lectors .who, through their appointees, have a look-in at the 
incomes of our people; and a vast number of other officials too 
numerous to mention. In fact, with his veto ~<.,wer, he is per
haps endowed with more authority than the great rrajority of 
the reigning monarchs of the world. Shall we clear the decks· 
and in effect wipe a way by precept and example the last vestige 
of State rights by placing every home in the land under Federal 
espionage? 

, 

To this i am unalterably opposed. Congress has already ex
tended its jurisdiction into many fields and taken under its 
wing many powers not formerly exercised, and there are those 
to-day who believe our Government is already becoming too 
centralized. · 

Shall we centralize still further by the passa~e of an amend; 
ment enlarging the powers of the National Government to an 
extent never dreamed by the framers of onr Constitution and 
thereby render useless the great victory won by those who 
believed in State rights and demanded protection for such 
rights in the Constitution itself? 

We can not afford to abandon our solenm obligation to pre
sen-e local self-government and all the rights and cherished 
privileges which the people reserved for themselves when they 
entered into contractual relations in the beginning of our Gov
ernment when we ordained and established the Federal Con
stitution. We have heard a great deal of talk about the initia
tive and referendum in order to bring popular government 
closer to the people, and now we are asked to adopt a proposi
tion which would take from the people one of their strongest 
local powers. 

THE PRESIDENT'S ATTITUDE, 

~hen a candidate for election I stated to the ·voters of my 
district that if elected to Congress I would do everything in 
my power to carry out the pledges of the Democratic platform, 
and that I would uphold the policies of the President. The 
President has expressed himself as believing in local self
government, and as believing-

That every self-governing community which constitutes a social unit 
should have the right to control the mattet· of the regulation or the 
withdrawing of licenses. 

That Secretary of State Bryan, who has on numerous occa
sions voiced the views of the President, and who is probably 
the strongest ad>ocate of prohibition in the United States, re
gards the present as inopportune to submit an amendment ot 
this kind, is indicated by his editorial in the Commoner of the 
present month, in which he says: 

A two-thirds vote of the two Houses of Congress is required for the 
submission of an amendment to the National Constitution, and then 
the amendment must be ratified by three-fourths of the States. There 
is no reason t;o believe that a prohibition amendment or a suffrage 
amendment would at this time be ratified by three-fourths of the States 
even if it secured a vote of two-thirds of the two Ilouses. Believing in 
both woman's suffrage and the abolition of the liquor traffic, I would 
vote for either amendment i.f submitted1 but the time does not seem op
portune for the submission of either or these amendments. 

MARYLAND A!'ID THE CONSTITUTION. 

The State· of Maryland and ·its people should be foremost 
among the guardians of our Constitution. It is a noteworthy 
incident that it was the Maryland-Virginia convention which 
met at Annapolis, which called the convention to meet in Phila
delphia in 1787, at whjch convention the present Federal Con
stitution was framed, discussed, and fina11y adopted. 

The Constitution written at Philadelphia was submitted to 
the various States, and had been pending before them for rati
fication for more than six months when the· convention of the 
State of Maryland met for the purpose of taking action on the 
subject. In several States it had been under close investiga
tion and had been ratified by some. The question had been 
raised in their several conventions, and it was thoroughly un
derstood, that upon the ratification of the Constitution by nine 
States or more it was certain that several amendments would 
be proposed to that instrument securing certain reserved rights 
to the States. It was manifest to Maryland that these amend
ments would be proposed and agreed to by the mutual consent 
of the States, even though the Constitution had been already 
ratified. 

It was plainly agreed and understood by the l\Iaryland con
vention, as the debates will show, that no power was to be re
linquished except that which was delegated by the terms of the . 
Constitution-that is, intrusted for her use and benefit to the 
Federal agency. The convention of Maryland by resolution rati
fied the Constitution by a vote of 63 to 11 upon the plain under
standing and obligation that the amendments proposed by Gov. 
Hancock and Samuel Adams, of l\lassachusett , and Thomas 
Jefferson, of Virginia, should be ratified · by the States there
after. The great Marylander, Luther Martin, had laid his 
views before the convention and the people of Maryland, and 
after giving due consideration to all that he had said, and the 
things said and done in the other conventions, Maryland gave 
her consent to the Constitution upon the sole ground that she 
delegated only certain powers and reserved all others to her
self, including suffrage and the police power. 

In that day and generation Maryland had no thought of 
abandoning her sovereign function to control her domestic af
fairs. There were a little over 3,000,000 of people in the United 
States, and Maryland did not then think that these people 
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could be controlled from a consolidated and centralized gov
ernment at the National Capital. And now, when our popula
tion is 100,000,000 of people, she does not believe that her do
mestic concerns can be better regulated or controlled from 
Washington City. and is unalterably opposed to the centraliza-
tion contemplated by this amendment. . . 

Therefore, standing squarely upon Jeffersoruan principles 
and against the Hamiltonian idea of a central government, 
cherishing the ancien~ faith of Democracy, I still believ~ as 
Maryland did at that date, and as one of her Repre.'3entahves 
shall cast my vote against the repudiation of all that her fore
fathers held dear when the Constitution was fashioned and es
tablished. 

In conclusion, I desire to can attention to the following edl- · 
torial from the Baltimore Sun of the 14th instant, entitled 
" Mr. HoBsoN's prohibition amendment and its political bear
ing." This editorial, I believe, expresses the views of the 
majority of people in my congressional district: 

The advocates of the Hobson amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States apparently overlook Its political bearing and potentiality. 
The wording of the proposed amendment is as follows: 

" The sale manufacture for sale, transportation for sale, importa
tion for sale' and exportation for sale, of intoxicating. liquors fot·. b~v
erage purposes, In the United States, or territory subJect to the JUns
dlction thereof, are forever prohibited. · 

"Congress shall have power to provide for the manufacture, sale, 
Importation and transportation of intoxicating liquors for sacramental, 
medicinal mechanical pharmaceutical, or scientific purposes, or for 
use in the arts and shall have power to enforce this article by all need
ful legislation.1• 

The United States gathers a revenue of between $200,000,000 and 
$300,000,000 a year from alcoholic liquors, and the various States and 
cities perhaps as much more fot· State and local purposes. The loss 
of all this revenue would, of course, make an enormoqs increase in 
other forms of taxation. But the financial aspect of the case is not the 
most important. · 

The most important and that which sane and patriotic citizens should 
consider most carefuiiy, Is the pi·obable pol_ltical effect of this amend
ment, if it should be adopted. 

Polltlcally speaking, the Important part of the Hobson am~ndment !S 
that which empowers the Congress to enforce the law. W1thout this 
authority the law wo1Ild, of course, be of no effect. But what does it 

mei~n ~enns that If the United States Government should undertake to 
enforce prohibition it would require a great army of officials-hundreds 
of thousands. Every community would have these officials. With the 
General Government in the hands of such politicians as we have had 
now and then In the past in control it would be an easy matter for an 
adm1nistration to perpetuate 1ts power. With Federal officials every
where with authonty to search and arrest, the political power of the 
General Government would be such that, ln effect, the form of govern
ment would be changed and the last vestige of the rights of the States 
would disappear. It is inconceivable that any person who has the 
instincts of freedom or democracy should favor any such drastic 
measure. . . 

It is certain that It is difficult to enforce any sumptuary law or any 
law affecting the lives and habits of the people unless such law is 
sustained bY publlc sentiment. The adoption of this amendment would 
not be by the people. It would not be submitted to the people. The 
adoption would be by States and the legislatures of 10 States might 
reject it and it would still be put upon them. Ten of the most popnlous 
States contain a majority of the people of the United States. Let us 
suppose that this law were put by a minority of the people upon the 
majority without their consent and against their protest, would it not 
be difficult to enforce? Would the people of California, for instance, 
submit patiently to the destruction of their great wine industry by the 
other States? How many Federal officials would It require to enforce 
a prohibition law in New York City against the will of a vast majority 
of the people? · 

The appliances for distUllng alcohol are simple and inexpensive, and 
as soon as the legal manufacture of ,alcohollc drinks is suppressed, then 
comes the "moonshiner." ln order to reach stills In homes and cellars, 
domiciliary visits would be necessary. In the mountains armed forces 
would be required. England for years maintained an army in Ireland 
to suppress the Ulicit stills. . 

ln dealing with the suppression of the liquor trade, the plan of the 
nntisaloon league is better. Put it to the vote of the people. If a 
great majority of the people are against the sale of liquor, In such a 
community there is the best chance of enforcing a probibitldn law. Let 
the people decide for themselves. Do not let the legislature of one State 
put this law upon the reopfe of another State against their will. 

1\fr. CA.l\!PBELL. M:a.·. Speaker, .I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [l\!r. MADDEN]. 

l\Ir. MADDEN. 1\Ir. Spenkei', I shall vote for the rule and 
I shall vote against the resolution, for I believe the habits of 
different people in different localities differ; their happiness 
should be the first considerntion. They know best what will 
promote their happiness. The proposal would not prohibit 
the manufacture of intoxicating liquors for personal use or t~ 
give away. It would encourage the increase, in fact, of the 
manufacture of intoxicating liquors for personal use by un
regul{l.ted. ·private stills. 

Mr. Speaker, I belie\"e in temperance. I yield to no man in 
my desire for law and order. I believe in local option. I be
lieve that the people in eYery locality are better qualified to de
cide whnt they want them. el\"es than are the people in any 
other locality to decide for them. I believe that the people in 
every locality ·bonlrl hnve the right to rlecine what their habits 
are to be-whether thE:'y :ue to drink or not to drink, whether 
they are to be prohibitionists or whethe1· they are to be tem-

perance people. I believe that the great property interests in~ 
volved in this question ought to be taken into account. The 
people who are connected with the manufacture and sale o! 
liquor have believed in the past that they were engaging in a· 
business which was recognized by the law. They have invested 
hundreds of millions of dollars in the business in which they1 
are engaged, and I belie,Te that the Government of the United 
States, as a ju t Government, and the American people, as a: 
just people, ought not to decide u question of this importance 
without taking into account the propriety of compen&'lting 
those whose property would be taken away. 

Switzerland, some years ago, declared against the manu
facture and sale of absinthe, but when that legislation was 
under consideration it provided for the appointment of a com
mission whose duties were to determine the value of the prop
erty to be destroyed. That commission did determine the "Value 
of the property destroyed by the legislatio.n, and every man 
whose property was destroyed has been paid by the Govern
ment of Switzerland. Can the Government of the United States 
do less; are we to be less just; are we to-day to go on record 
in favor of an amendment to the Constitution which ignores 
e\ery property right of our people who have in all these years 
that ba.ve gone before invested their money because of the 
invitation that was held out to them to engage in the business, 
an invitation that was extended to them by the Government 
under which they lived and to which they have paid taxes to 
sustain? 

I am in favor of doing everything that can be done by law: 
to promote the happiness and prosperity of the American people. 
If I believ-ed that this resolution, "hen adopted both by the Con .. 
gress and the people of the States, would produce that result, 
I would cheerfully vote for it; but believing that it would do 
just the contrary I would be untrue to myself and to my oath 
if I should to-day go on record here by voting for the adoption 
of the resolution which does not only not prohibit, but as a 
matter of fact does encourage the further manufacture of 
intoxicating liquors by the establishment of private stills wlth
•out restriction for the unlimited manufacture of intoxicants 
for priT"ate use. [Applause.] 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the ·gen
tleman from New York [1\Ir. GoLDFOGLE]. 

[1\Ir. GOLD FOGLE addressed the House. See Appendix.] 

1\Ir. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the gen-. 
tleman from Alabama [1\Ir. UNDrnwoon]. 

Mr. U~TDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I assume that the gentl~ 
men who favor the pending amendment will support this rule. 
At a later hour I expect to discuss the pending amendment upon 
its merits. I merely rise now to address my remarks to thosa 
Members of the House who will vote against the constitutional 
amendment, as I shall, and to state why I think it is advisable 
for those who oppose the amendment to support this rule and 
bring the resolution before the House for consideration. This 
is riot a temperance question. · It never has been. Probibi tion 
bas not produced temperance in the lands where it has been 
enforced. [Applause.] I regard this question as an attack 
upon the fundamental principles of our Government. [Ap
plause.] If it is allowed to go on without being met, it will 
mislead many of the people of the United States. If it is 
allowed to proceed without being combated, the day may come 
when it may be a serious menace to the principles of the Gov
ernment that you and I believe in and that were established by; 
the men who made the Constitution of the United States. 
When the time comes to face a great question, there is but one 
way to face it, and that is in the open. You can not push it 
aside. If you are right, you should have the courage of your 
convictions and stand for the right, no matter what be the cause. 
[Applause.] Therefore I say to-day to the Members of this 
House who are opposed to the resolution proposing to change 
the Constitution of the United States that it is not only our right 
but our duty to the people we represent to face this question 
in the open and give the reasons why we believe it shoUld not be 
written into the fundamental law of the land. [Applause.] 

l\~r: CAMPBELL. 1\.Ir. Speaker, how much time Pll,:v~ I re-
mairung? ·- ·. 

The SPEAKER. Nine minutes. 
1\Ir. CAMPBELL. l\Ir. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 

gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. PARKER]. . 
Mr. PARKER of New ... Jersey. 1\Ir. Speaker, I am obliged to 

the gentlem~ who has just yielded me time, becau e I shall 
speak against the view which l.Je entertains and against this 
rule. The reasons that ba'Ye been gi\en by the gentleman from 
Alabama [1\Ir. UNDERWOOD] , who just spoke for w·orking in the 
open, seem to me conclusiT"e in fa\"or of rf'jecting this rule as 
well as the resolution. If this resolution be an attack, as we 



CONGRESSIONAL- RECOI~D-HOUSE. DECEl\IBER 2 2' 

believe it to be upon the fundamental prin-ciples of our Gov- was once caHed ·a · tyranny and is -now called an empire. The 
ernment, surely it ought not to be considered by a Congress -rights and duties of_ the State have been already too far in
that stands by those fundamental principles. We may go -vaded, and my own party is not without blame in this matter. 
further and say that the local self-government of the States is It may fairly be said that the responsibilities belonging to the 
at the foundation of all civil liberty. It is so held by Francis' -States under our Constitution are too great and too varied to 
Lieber in his great work on Cinl Liberty. The opposite of be assumed by the Nation. We appeal to e-very patriot not to 
that, cenh·alization, is the form of government that belongs in endanger our -very existence by this step toward centralization. 
the end to what you call an empire and not a republic, where If this resolution be passed, an immediate ill consequence will 
each localJty should ha-re the right to adjust its own laws to it_s be the introduction of the liquor question into national politics. 
own comlitions. I stand against the consideration of a reso- Prohibition has ne-rer been established in any State without 
lntion which takes away from the States the power to regulate becoming the sole issue for many years. A leading Democratic 
their own affairs and gives that power to the United States.- statesman of New Jersey, once our ambassador at Berlin, and 
This is fundamental. who was himself a total abstainer,· told me that when asked to 

Mr. Speaker, I am an advocate of temperance. I do not be- -join the Prohibition Party he had refused on the ground that 
lieve that this resolution stands for temperance. I know that the interests of the United States were too varied and that the 
temperance is best secured-and I have been studying this sub- -political questions as to work, wages, commerce, self-defen e. 
ject for 30 years now in legislation, beginning in the year and honest currency were too great to be settled by a party 
1885-by careful regulations, including sufficient license fee to whose sole issue was rum or no rum. 
l)rovide the means for careful supernsion so as to watch the This issue, if once introduced, takes the place of every other. 
saloons and guard against any ills. These careful regulations -Southerners can answer whether the dispensary system im
must be supported by the enlightened public sentiment of the proved the politics of South Carolina . • Maine can answer 
community, and in my opinion anything else will be an abso- whether the prohibition issue has, on the whole, helped her 
lute failure. We are given the example of the State of Georgia. State politics. We must deprecate the years which would fol
It has an absolute prohibition upon its statute books, and if low the passage- of this resolution-years during which all great 
you will go to the city of Savannah you will find that town national issues would be subordinated in the various States, to 
wide onen, because the people will not enforce the law. - the one question whether they would pass or recall their con-

We have in my own State a law which was made highly sent to this prohibition amendment-yea1·s in which the utmost 
penal with- reference to Sunday sales, and Atlantic City will bitterne s would prevail, and really national matters would 
not indict. We have had in Maine a prohibition law for years, yield their place to a question that is not and should not be 
and I have seen in Maine the city of Portland wide open. I national. 
went to a charity ball there, where I saw more intoxication This is an indissoluble Union of indissoluble States wherein 
than I e-rer saw at a uall in my life, because they had a secret "no State without its consent shall be deprived of its equal 
drinking i·oom upstairs. I have seen beer and whisky sold suffrage in the Senate." 
there at soda-water fountains. In other parts of the State, in No State without its consent should be deprived of any mate
Bar Harbor in particular, they imposed a fine every year which rial part of that State self-government in local affairs, which 
was equivalent to a license. In the town of Leavenworth, is the foundation of our Union and our liberty. , 
Kans., some years ago~r do not know how it is now-there 1\Ir. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the 
was a secret list, for the names were not disclosed, of some gentleman -from Pennsyl vanla [i\Ir. HULINGS]. 
four or five hundred people who were fined once every year as Mr. HULINGS. l\Ir. Speaker, I shall vote for this rule. be
a license and who then kept their bars open without molesta- cau e I believe it will be an exhibition of moral cowar<lice to 
tion. defeat it. 

Regulations-as to te~perance stand on the enlightened public Jf Members -rote against this rule, hoping by its defeat to 
sentiment of the community in which they are made. - They prevent a record -rote upon the resolution, they will be hel<l 
can tand on nothing else. No free nation has ever submitted responsible by the people for voting against the resolution itself. 
to a lnw like this whjch puts the whole power of the customs I can understand that .a man voting against the resolution 
and excise of the United States against your taking a drink after full debate might justify his action in the conscientious 
unless you make it yourself or import it from abroad, as a rich belief that he voted for the right, but I can not understan~ 
man would do. In this it is a rich man's bill. Prohibition does why a man should vote to preyent this great question of nation
not preYail in Russia. The Czar has prohibited, as I under- wide importance from being debated and discussed upon the 
stand it, spirits, of which vodka is equivalent to our whisky. open floor of the House. 
He has not prohibited beer. The old Democratic doctrine of State rights -is arrayed in 

l\Ir. CAMPBELL. Will the gentleman yield? defense of the liquor traffic. We are told this is a que tion for 
Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. I do. the States. This, I understand, is President Wilson's view. 
l\Ir. CAMPBELL. I understand he has prohibited wine, beer, When the Constitution was adopted certain, or, rather, -very 

vodka-everything. uncertain, rights were re erved to the States. In the old con-
1\Ir. PARKER of New Jersey. Then I yield on that point. federation it required the con ent of all the States to alter or 
1\Ir. CAMPBELL. He has prohibited the use of it. amend it, but the new Constitution, recognizing that amend-
1\Ir. PARKER of New Jersey. I will then say that such a ments and changes would surely be required, made the changes 

regulation is a regulation that can only be established by au easier, and provided that three-fourths of the States ratifying 
emperor with the_ QOWers of a czar, and that it is a war meas- any change proposed by Co~gr~ss such. amendment would be-
ure simply. [Applause.] come a part of the ConstitutiOn, which would become the 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. supreme law in all the States. 
Under leave to extend his remarks, 1\fr. PARKER submitted Now, if three-fourths of the States should ratify tll.is proposed 

the following: amendrnellt by which the States delegate additional power to 
A strict prohibitory law breeds conditions that teach a con- the Federal Government to control tl)e liquor traffic, what be

tempt for all laws. In Boston during prohibition ·times the comes of the State rights argument? It falls to the ground as 
large hotels sold in secret, locked rooms. Dens and dives take flat as a burst pet..'lrd. The. interjection of the State rights doc
the place of that proper and open regulation, in which enlight- trine simply obscures the issue. There is no question here of 
ened public opinion can enforce decency. Those who drink at any invasion of· State rights. The question is, Shall the State 
all will use strong drink instead of light beers and wines, which enlarge the powers of the Federal Government and giye it the 
are more bulky and not so ·easily concealed. right to control the liquor traffic? · 

lntoxication is rare in the large German population in my State rights at best is an undependable doetrine. We hear 
city, which drinks only light beer, as .well as in our Italian much of "so-vereign" States, but there is not a sovereign State 
community, which drinks light wine. _ Dt~unkenness was re- ·in the Union. Each one of them have delegnted part of its 
duced in the Army during the time of the post exchange, which powers, and it has no power to take them back. No State can 
allowed only a glas or two of beer or light wine a day to be secede from the Union; no State can prevent its citizens from 
drunk in rooms that were undel· strict military supernsion, leaving the State and taking his goods with him; no State can 
while the library and amusements in that exchange made it p1·event citizens o·f another State from coming into it. In many 
almost a club and induced soldiers to stay in camp instead of respects its powers are limited, and a limited soyereigu is 110 
going to the vicious dives which prevailed outside. longer sovereign, especially when its powers are capalJle of 

Local self-government lies at the foundation of our Constitu- -being still further limited by the action of three-fomths of th~ 
tion. It has localized disputes and difficulties which would long sister States by amendment of the Constitution. 
ago have broken up the Union if they had been made matters This is a Nation, and in all those matters of commo11 interest 
of central regulation. This resolution would be the first step State lines and State rights are being wi1)ed out by obvious 
towtlrd that form of centralized arbitrary government which necessities arising out of new conditions which State powers 

. 
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can not meet, and which require the paramountcy of the Fed
eral Government, and hence amendments to the Constitution 
have been from time to time required. Under the Constitution 
the negro had no rights which a white man was bound to re
spect. He was a slave. We changed the Constitution and he 
became a man. .Again_ we changed the Constitution and he be
came a citizen and a Yoter. 

The liquor men have flooded this Congress with tons of litera
ture to show that they should be allowed to continue. The argu
ments ran all the way from constitutional objections and 
bil>lical arguments by defrocked preachers to the solemn de
liverances of decayed doctors showing that chronic alcoholics 
as a rule produce slightly healthier children and enjoy on the 
whole rather better health than nonalcoholic people. 

Perhaps the argument on which the liquor men most greatly 
depend is the great revenues the traffic pays the Government. 
But common experience shows that for e-very dollar of revenue 
it pays it costs the people three, four, or ten times as much to 
maintain the com·fs, jails, hospitals, and poorhouses, to say 
nothing of the poyerty, vice, disease, and wrecked liYes directly 
due to the traffic. 

The boast is made that the traffic pays $300,000,000 into the 
Treasury every year. But where does it get the money? Let 
the men who are poisoned, the households that are wrecked, the 
wives that are desolated, and the children who are robbed of 
bread answer! 

Why does the GoYernment impo e this heavy revenue upon 
the traffic? Why . may men not as freely engage in selling 
whisky as in selling groceries? Simply because the traffic is a 
public menace, and the law holding it under suspicion hedges it 
about with bans and conditions imposed upon no harmless 
l>u iness. 

Public sentiment eYerywhere regards the traffic with fear 
and has levied heavy license fees. 
· But the license system is an acknowledged failure. In many 
of the States it has been abolished and the traffic prohibited, 
and in many States still under the system the judges of the 
courts in increasing numbers, compelled by public sentiment, are 
refusing all licenses. 

It is urged with great apparent earnestness that legislation 
to prohibit the liquor traffic is an invasion of the natural right 
of a man to eat or drink what he likes. But I answer that 
in a state of society there are no natural rights. When we talk 
o:t the "right of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness" we 
comprehend the rights of a man in a state of civil liberty. The 
tight to go hither and thither, the right to own property, 
even the right to live, depends upon such limitations as society 
places upon these so-called natural rights, as the man con
demned to be hung realizes. 

.A man has a natural right to own a hog and sleep with him if 
be chooses, but society will not permit him to keep a pigsty 
to the annoyance of his neighbors. He may in a state of 
nature be at liberty to eat poisons, but, though he be con
demned to death for crime, society will not allow him to eat 
poisons. 

Society has been at great pains to protect itself from the man 
who would dispense poisonous drugs or impure · food, even to 
people who are anxious to buy them. 

So with all these so-called natural rights. When a man be
comes a member of society he gives up all those rights the exer
ci e of which society considers to be injurious to the public 
welfare. · 

I am in fayor of the abolition of the traffic because it cor
rupts the youth, beggars its victims, robs the household, and 
fills tile land with disease, distress, and vice. 

I run opposed to the traffic because it is the great corrupting 
influence in politics. It is a powerful coordinated bnnditti 
carrying on guerilla operations between the lines of the great 
political parties holding the balance of power, subordinating 
everything to the interests of tile tmffic, and I know of nothing 
that will go further in the purification of politics than the aboli
tion of tile liquor traffic. The saloon keeper in. any of your 
towns has greater political influence than any preacher in it, 
and these corrupting influences will exist until the traffic is 
ended. 

But, Mr. Speaker, we are not called to decide whether alcohol 
is a blessing or a curse; whether it is the brood mother of 
crime and distress; whether it is a necessary evil; or whether 
it is curable. All of these nor none of them are before the 
House. 

The simple que tion is, Shall we gi>e the people of the sever:ar 
States the opportunity to decide in t~e m~nner provide(\ by the 
Constitution whether to _ chauge the Constitution as ~.000,000 
citiz~~s J.?.a,ye pe~it}9t;te_d _ S.Q.l.!l! b~ d~ne? 
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.And I deny the right of Congress to forestall or deny the 
people the right to make such a change in the Constitution in 
the manner provided for in the Constitution itself. [Applause.] 

Mr. HENRY. .Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. HULINGS] has made the quaintest and most unique speech 
I haye eyer heard. He says we baYe no natural rights. I think 
we have a natural right to our lives, our liberties, and so forth, 
and the only way I can justify the speech which the gentleman 
has just made is that he had a natural right to make it. 

Mr. Speaker, I moYe the previous question on the resolution. 
The question was taken, and the previous question was or

dered. 
The SPEAKER The question is now on the adoption of the 

resolution. 
The question was taken, .and the resolution was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. RonsoN] 

is recosmized for one hour. 
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker [applause], I de ire to allot to 

myself at this time 10 minutes, and request that I be uotified 
at the expiration of that time. The proposition is to take 
away, through the exercise of the organic law, the power of 
both the Federal Government and of the States to propagate the 
liquor traffic. The limitation is precisely the same for both, 
so there can be no change in the balance of power as between 
the two. A State h.as the right to be dry if it so desires, be
cause hi l>eing dry it does not harm or menace any neigbbOiing 
State; but no State has a real inherent right to be wet, because 
being wet, under the claims of the Liquor Trust itself, no neigh
boring State can be protected in its right to be dry. The liquor 
trafiic is an interstate nuisance against which the States have 
no recourse, and Congress itself can not delegate to the States 
the right to protect themselYes in interstate commerce. Com:e
quently we are dealing with a proposition of proteC"ting tlle ab
solute inherent rights of the States without rlutnging the bal
ance of power between the States and the Federal (io\ernment. 

The method of changing the organic law is through the States. 
There is a clause in the Constitution that provides that no 
State, without its consent, shall be depriYed of its equal rep
resentation in the Senate, not even by a change in the Consti
tution. I was astonished when I heard even a ripple of applause 
and commendation when one Member was reckless enougb to 
announce that he would have the Constitution of the United 
States changed by a referendum majority vote of the people. 
Why, he could have that done only after a war of reYolution. 
The foundation of our Government is a Union of the Stntes, 
and the States themselves can not change tl1e Constitution in 
that respect. The revolutionary suggestion of a popular vote 
to amend the Constitution has never been made before in the 
history of this Government until invol>:ed to-day to protect the 
liquor traffic . 

This question in the last analysis is really a · matter of fact 
and not of opinion. 

When the fact is established that opium and cocaine :md 
other drugs are poisonous, no question has ever been raised as 
to the power and th-e right of the ll'ederal Government auu the 
States to cooperate in the suppression of the popular distribu
tion of such drugs. There neyer bas been any serious conflict 
of authority in the enforcement of a just law to protect the 
public health and the public morals. Is alcohol such a habit
forming drug? I call the attention of Members to these posters 
giving samples of the findings of the great scientists of the 
world. Alcohol is a hydrocarbon deriYative, a chemical com
pound whose general properties can be and have been estab
lislled correctly and finally as the properties of other similar. 
compounds. These arc its properties: Being the excretion, the 
loathsome excretions of living organisms, the ferment of germs, 
alcohol belongs to the family of the toxins. Ferment germs 
being the lowest forms of life, their toxin, alcohol, is and 
must always be a poison to all life, a protoplasmic poison. 
The second finding is that alcohol is a habit-forming drug. 
The third finding is the most startling. Alcohol is not satisfie<i 
with attacking equally all tissues that build up life. It bas an 
affinity, a deadly attark, for the top part of the brain. the line 
of human evolution. It attacks the lirie of evolution in plants 
and animals as well. In this top part of the brain of humanity 
resides the will power. 

Every time a man drinks he takes tbat much away from hi.s 
manhood; will power declines. An anaesthetic, like -chloroform 
and ether, that hides the pain and poisoning effe-ct. alcohol fools 
yon and leaves the craving behind. increasing steadily with th~. 
drinking. Then, with the will power declining, the habit in time 
becomes fixed. 'l'he use of this hnbit--:forrnin.!( <lrug is· ~o \\ide
Rpread and -its grip so · powerful that to-di1y there nre !l. ·JOO.OOO 
American citizenf?, he~yy drink~rs and drunkards, who baye 
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shackles on their wrist . a ball and chain upon their ankles. A 
few thou ::md brewers and distillers to-day own 5,000,000 slaves. 

Nature is not going to tolerate this tearing down where she 
is trying to build. Any lh·ing thing that so violates the evolu
tionary law of nature must pay the penalty-nature will pro
ceed to exterminate. 

I will refer you to these placards: Starting at 20, a young 
man as a total ab tainer will li>e to be 65; as a moderate 
drinker he will die at 51. Do not extol temperate drinking, 
when it will cut 1-H years out of the life of the a>erage man, 
though he ne>er gets drunk in his life. The heavy drinkf'r 
at 20 dies at 35; 30 years are cut out of his short life-

Alcohol is not satisfied with shortening life and bringing to 
an untimely end and premature death hundreds of thousands 
of our citizens every year; it blights the offspring; it attacks 
the tender ti sues as ociatcd with reproduction in both male 
and female; it affects the tender system of embryo in the 
prenatal period. For both parents to be simply moderate 
drinkers, to drink bnt once a day beer or wine, will quadruple 
the chance of miscarriage for the mother, increasing 400 per 
cent the suffering and danger of maternity, will incr~ase nearly 
100 per cent the number of children that will die in the first 
year of infancy. The children of drinking parents die off at 
the rate of from four to fi>e times as many as tho e of abstain
ing pHrents. Do not talk about prohibition invading the right!.; 
of indh-idnals-liquor blights the rights of our citizens before 
they are born; it denies the rights of the children to be born 
with parental love; it throws the boys on the str·eets and into 
the mines and factorie , pre\enting them from getting the edu
cation they are entitled to. It attacks our young during the 
whole period of minority. It tramples upon the rfghts of com
munities, the rights of counties and State . All of this for 
what purpm:e? So that this monster may continue to fatten 
upon the weaknesses and woes of humanity. The liquor in
terests can not teach old men to drink, so they mu rt: teach the 
boys. 

Sixty-eight per cent of our drunkards had contracted their 
hn bits before they were 21 years old, 30 per cent b~fore 16. 7 
per cent before 12. What is the inevitable result of this ter
rible shortening of life and blighting of the offspring? It means 
that no family, no State. no nation. no empire. no civilization 
can permanently flouri h and prosper and sunive unles it is 
sober. 

Who is the agent that teaches the boys to drink? Drinldng 
men do not teach boys to drink. I ha>e ne>er yet found a 
drinking man who made a habit of teaching boys to drink. 
Who tenches them? These thousands and tens of thousands of 
agents of the Liquor Trust who are all over the land. You need 
not think the bootlegger is simply sustained by his peddling; he 
is ustnined by the great National Liquor Trust. They must 
get those boys, and they go after them systematically. Why do 
they do it? What is the moti>e? Not to harm the boys. I am 
not fanatical on this question. They do it to get the profits 
from the sale of their good . We propose to remo...-e the moti>e; 
we propose to cut out the ale and everything that pertains to 
sale. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama has consumed 
10 minutes. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, ·under the lea>e to print I shall 
in ert in the RECORD copies of several telegrams that have 
ju t come to me from yarious parts of the United States. 

The telegrams are as follows : 
SAN JosE, CA~ .• December 21, 1914. 

Representative HoBso~ of Alabama. 
Washing-ton, D. 0.: 

At the regular session of the Grace Baptist Church, San Jose, Cal., 
Sunday, December 13, the church unanimously and heartUy indorsed 
the Hobson constitutional prohibition amendment bUI and urges the 
passage of the same by Congress. 

J. A. SUTHERLAND, Pastm·. 
Mrs. EDWARD NDWELL, Church Olet·T,, 

Capt. R. P. HoBSO)<, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

BIRML"\"GH.UI, ALA., Deoembm· 21, 191fi. 

W implore our Repre entntivces to vote for the Hobson-Sheppard 
re olution. 

METHODIST PREACHERS' MEETING OF BIR!\UNGH.AM, ALA., 
R.. T. TrLER, P1·csident, 
S. 0. KDIDRO'CGH. 

NEW YORK, Dccembel' 21, 191-J. 
Ron. R. P. Hom:w~. 

Bouse of RepresentatiL·cs, Washington, D. 0.: 
Baptist Ministers' Conference of New York City and vicinity, rel?re

senting 180 ministers and 2u0 churches, urges the passing of constitu
tional amendment on proi.Jibitlon. 

C. W. PETTY, Sec1·etat'1J. 

ANCHORAGE, KY., Dccembel' 1!1. 1911,. 
Hon. RICliMOXD P. HOBSO)< 

Member of Congress, Washington, D. a.: 
Keenan's "Prohibition in Russia." in last Outlook, is strongest argu-

ment against alcolloJ ever written. • 
JOliN J. BARRET. 

Hon. RICIIMOND PEARSO~ HOBSO~, 
ROCIIELLD, ILL., Dccembct· U, 1914. 

Capitol B11ilding, Washington, D. 0.: 
The Rochele Woman's Club hope to see a favorable report from the 

committee on national prohibition. 
PREsmENT llOC'RELLE Wo:\I .u(s CLun. 

Hon. Rrcn:uoxn IIonsox, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

Lours\ILLE, KY., December 22, 1914. 

Kentucky Sunday School As ociation prays for success of your bill. 
GEO. A. JOPLI~. 

Cruc.wo, ILL., December !2, 1914. 
Ilon. RlCHMO:O."D P. HOB ON, 

Ho1ts e of R ep1·esentati,;cs, Washington, D. 0.: 
The Family Altar League, representina over 30,000 families, believes 

that the saloon must go, and hopes that the United States will not be 
far behind Russia in banishing the liquor traffic. 

J. GILCHRIST LAWS0:-1, 
Secretary, GOZ Lakeside Building. 

WA-nmsBono, GA., Decembct· 21, 191.f. 
Hon. RICH:UOXD P. HOBSON, 

Washington, D. 0.: 
Haven Memorial Methodi. t EpisCOJ,Jal Church prays Congress to pass 

Nation-wide prohlbition bUI. 
.JAS. JACKSO)<, Pastor. 
F. WIMBERLY, Recording Stewara. 

FORT WORTH, TE:X:., December 20, 191ft. 
Hon. lliCIDIOXD P. ilOBSO~ AXD MEMBER OF COXGRESS, 

Washingtoll, D. 0.: 
Five citizens of Fort Wqrth, Ttx., in mas meeting as embhrd unani

mously r equest and earne3tly pray that you look with favor upon the 
Sheppard-Hobson joint resolution giving the States of our Nation the 
oppor·tunity of v<>ting opon the abolition of the liquor traffic. •. 

Lr~COLN McCo~NELL. 

PITTSBCRGH, PA., December 1?2. 1911,. 
llon. lliCllM0::\1> P. ilOBSOX, 

Hause of Rep1·esentat1vcs. Washin.qton, D. 0.: 
Speaking for 200,000 p ople in 30 States of the Union, I express theh· 

uniteJ entiments in favor· of prohibition amendment to the Constitu
tion, with tbe sure conviction that such action will advance the material 
and mor·al welfare of ot.lr country and ser-ve the cause of all humanity. 

Ll"llA:'9 E. DAVIS, 
Edito1· Methodist Recorder atul General Conference, 

President Methodist Pt·otestan t Ohm·cll. 

NEJW YORK, Decembe1· 2.!, 1914. 
The HOUSE OF REPBESE~TATIYES L'i SESSIO~, 

Care Bon. RICHMOND P. HOBSON, 
House of Representatives, ·wasllington, D. 0. 

GENTLEMF.~: We women and mothers of the United St(ttes of America 
have just learned that you are to vote to-day on national prohibition 
and that some of 3'0U are thinking of voting against it and in favor or 
having the United States spend over $1,700,000,000 every year for 
alcohol, a racial person, while many of its citizens, even children, are 
cold and· hungry; that you are planning to keep up a constantly in
creasing procession of 1,000,000 confirmed drunkards and 2,000,000 
steady drinker , with 300,000 deaths every year due to this cause 
directly and colilltless numbers indirectly doe to inefficiency, poverty, 
disease, heredity, degenet·acy, :nsanity, accidents, crime, etc. This is 
a national calamity incalculable and appalling not only in it moral 
and physical, but in its economical results. We have been looking 
over our children, and we can not find one that we are willing to have 
recruited to fill the ranks of this fallen dishonored and di graceful 
army of incompetents. You can not prevent this reform; you can 
only delay it. Your names and your administration will go down in 
history. You have a glorious opportunity. Will it be infamy or will 
it be immortal honor? 

A . .JOSEPlliNE SHER!IIAN, 1\1. D. 
Supt. of Medical Tempemnce tor New York Oottnty. lV. 0. T. U. 

OTiairman of the Committee for National Prohibiti01~. 
FRANCES E. WILLARD, 

W. 0. T. U. Treasure1· and Chairman of the Department for Anti
Insanity P ·revention and Cure; 1\' ationaZ Betterment League,: Treasurer 
Joan of At·c; Wonuw's Suffrage League; Rising Sun Woman's 
Suffrage League,· Member of National and Netc Yo1·k the Black Gross 
Society; Represent·ing the Women and Mothers of tile United States 
of America. · 
M:r. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I now yield five minutes to the 

gentleman from Kansas [.Mr. CoNNELLY] and reserve the ba.l· 
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to inquire of the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBSON] if he wants to yield at 
this time all the rest of his hour except 15 minutes reserved 
to close? 

Mr. HOBSON. That is my purpo e, Mr. Speaker, and I now 
yield five minutes to the gentleman from Kansas. 

l\.lr. CON!I.'"ELLY of Kansas. ~Jr. Speaker, I hnve no apolo
gies to make for the l'Ote that I shall cn t upon this resolution 
when we I<each a vote at the end of this di cu sion. I find 
that there has here and there crept in a little bitterness in the 

j 
I 
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discussion, but I do not feel - any rancor or resentment for 
those who find for reasons that they consider sufficient that 
they can not support the resolution. I shall vote for the reso
lution firm in the faith that I am not only voting right, but 
that I am representing a decided majority of those whom I 
am here to represent 

I feel personally that there has never come and can never 
come any lasting good to us as a people either from the manu
facture or the sale of intoxicating liquors. I want in this mat
ter and in all other matters that come up for consideration 
here, and upon which men may honestly differ, to exercise 
that charity for the opinions of others that I would desire 
that they should exercise for the opinions that are mine. I 
have never known a man who was intolerant in his opinions 
whom I would care to follow or for whom I could ha\e a last
ing respect. 

I am proud of the fact that I come from a State that has for 
more than a third of a century embraced in its fundamental 
law a provision that forbade the manufacture or sale of intoxi
cating liquors. I shall not come to you to-day and say that 
the driving of the liquor traffic from a State will solve all the 
ills that humans are heir to. Not all the ills of humanity are 
due either to the manufacture or sale of intoxicating liquors. 
If this resolution should ·carry and the requisite number of 
States ratify it to make it binding on all the States of the 
Union, there would still be questions to solve that would require 
the best thought of the best men and women of the land to 
find a solution for. But, Mr. Chairman, while I do not con
tend that liquor is the basis of all evil, I am convinced that 
no permanent or lasting good can come to a people either from 
the manufacture of or the traffic in an article that brings 
benefit to none and brings harm to so many. Feeling this way 
about it I shall not hesitate to cast my vote for this resolution. 

I ha\e heard some contend that prohibition is a failure in the 
States that have tried it, and it is of this that I desire to ad
dress my few remarks to-day. There is not an argument that 
the opponents to prohibition in States where it has been tried 
that will, in my opinion, stand the test of reason. There is no 
evidence anywhere that prohibition has been a failure in the 
State of Kansas. I have heard some contend that there is 
more liquor consumed in States having prohibition than there 
is in States which do not have it. If that statement needed 
any argument to refute it, the argument could be found in the 
bitter fight that the Liquor interests make against prohibition 
everywhere, and no one is ready to believe that they are anxious 
to curtail their output or reduce the consumption of their com
modity. I know that no fair man who is informed will contend 
that the law has increased the consumption of liquor in the 
State that I am proud to call my home. 

In Kansas we have a law which requires the agents of com
mon carriers, such as the railroad and express companies, to 
·furnish the names of the consignee and the amount consigned 
to the county clerk of each county, and I am persuaded that 
these companies are very careful to obey this law. This gives a 
very accurate accounting of the amount of liquor consumed in 
the State. By this record we find that the amount of intoxi
cating liquors shipped into the State last year averaged less 
than $1.50 for each adult male citizen of the State, while other 
States have an average of $30 per capita. 

Kansas is not ashamed of her prohibitory law nor of the 
progress that she has made in that third of a century which this 
has been a part of the fundamental law of the land. She has 
prohibition, and along with it. she has some other things that 
her citizens, no matter where you find them, are proud to 
enumerate. 

She has but half the population of Missouri and has twice the 
number of students in her State university. 

She has more than twice the populati<;>n of Colorado, and she 
bas fewer prisoners in her State penitentiary. 

She has 29 counties without an inmate in a poorhouse and 18 
counties without a poorhouse. 

Her entire State debt is less than 20 cents for each man, 
woman, and child, and she has half that amount laid away in 
her vaults in cash, waiting for the debt to come due. 

Her agricultural and live-stock crop alone this year will 
reach the stupendous sum of $620,000,000. 

Last year she sold oYer $25,000,000 worth of eggs aud butter, 
and this year she raised 160,000,000 bushels of wheat. 

While sbe spent less than $1.50 last year for liquor per capita, 
she spent oyer 15,000,000 to educate the 400,000 boys and girls 
that wend their way to the common schools of that great Com
monwealth. The State of Kansas is not ashamed of the fact 
that 80 per cent of these boys and girls never saw a saloon or a 
place where intoxicating liquors were legally sold. 

Kansas comes to· you to-day with no apologies for those laws 
that you who are not in sympathy with prohibition are pleased 
to term sumptuary laws. 

On the 3d day of last November her citizens, men and women, 
to the number of 528,000, went to the polls and cast a ballot 
for governor, and only 1 out of every 11 yoted for the can
didate on a resubmission platform. 

We of Kansas, where the storm over prohibition has censed 
to rage, have met and in our honest opinion defeated e,·ery 
contention as to the abolishing the sale and manufacture of 
liquor, bringing want and squalor to the threshold of the 
laboring man. We ha\e tried it, and we know that it is uot 
true. Our laboring men and our business men ha\e long since 
ceased to contend that the man who spends 40 cents out of 
every dollar that he earns o\er the bar for strong drink 
thereby helps himself or helps legitimate business of any kind. 
We know that every dollar that goes for strong drink is just 
one dollar less with which to buy food and raiment that ac10.s to 
the happiness of himself and his family. 

A folder sent out by some one who is interested in the defeat 
·of this resolution came to my notice a day or so ago, which 
says that if you legislate to do away with the jobs of the fel
lows who work in the breweries and the distilleries it will 
cause these men great hardship, and they will not be able 
to support their families and buy their share of the food and 
clothing that is necessary for them. This is a very legitimate 
argument were it sound, but to our mind it is by no means 
unanswerable. It may for a time make a little readjustment 
necessary, but if the money that men spend for dri.nk was spent 
for additional food and clothing it would create an additional 
demand for these articles which would demand additional labor 
in their production, and the man who is now employed in these 
industries would find that his services were in demand in other 
and in our opinion more fruitful lines. 

In the transitory period from high license to enforced prohibi
tion in Kansas many towns with 2,000 inhabitants allowed, 
through a system of fines, which amounted to high ricense, the 
running of places where liquor was sold. It was necessary so 
long a these "blind tigers" were tolerated to have a consider
able police force, and to many of them it never occurred that 
with the driving out of the saloon would go the necessity of 
much of their police protection. These places were allowed to 
run in some places because the business men thought the 
revenue to pay all this police force would necessarily be placed 
upon them, and they were willing to tolerate the saloon in 
order, as they thought, to escape the tax. Later, when public 
sentiment demanded a better enforcement of the law, they in 
many instances found that with the going of the " blind tiger" 
there went also much of the necessity for additional expense. 
It is not an unknown thing in Kansas to-day to see towns of 
2,000 people where once three police officers were thought to be 
necessary now getting along with one, and this one finds his 
duties limited largely to supervising street improvement, mov
ing· the garbage from the back alleys, and enforcing the ordi
nance. prohibiting chickens and pigs from running at large. 

To-day we issue this challenge and feel free in so doing: We 
dare you to find a community in the State of Kansas where 
the abolishing of the sale and manufacture of liquor has perma
nently increased the taxes raised in other ways, where it has 
increased the crime in the community or contention among .its 
citizens, where it has increased want and misery among her 
people or has made it more difficult for men to reap a recom
pense for their honest endeavor. I know little about the work
ings of prohibition elsewhere, but when those who are opposed 
to the principle desire to point out a place where prohibition 
has been a failure you mnst leave Kansas out of your calcula
tions. 

You who are here to-day honest in the belief that you should 
defeat this measure should understand that you are standing at 
the ocean's edge fighting to beat back the tide that is sure to 
engulf you. You perhaps may defeat it to-day, but you can · 
hardly hope to make your victory a permanent one, for some
where and somehow there will always come enough recruits to 
every cause which involves the highest ideals of a free people to 
beat down the battlements of wrong. 

I am glad to speak to-day for the splendid Commonwealth of 
prohibition Kansas. · A half million boys and girls tread her 
highways who never saw a place where liquor was legally sold 
and a hundred thousand of them never saw a drunken man nor 
do they know the taste of liquor. The older generations are 
not entirely free from the baneful effects of the liquor habit; 
but from the loins of that mighty people there is coming into 
maturity a new generation free from the tyranny of its hurtful 
reign. May it please God that with the coming of another 

---
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generation we may not only appreciate the benign influence of 
State-wide , prohibition~ but may we hope that glad day will 
find no place where a licensed grogshop may find lodgment 
under the protecting fo1ds of the national flag. For this we 
dare to hope, for this we dare to pray, for this we dare to vote. 
[Applause.] . 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To 1\fr. TAi'LOR of New York, indefinitely, on ac{!ount of illness. 
To 1\fr. SLAYDEN, for 15 days, on account of business. 

PROHIBITION. 
1\Ir. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentleman 

from Oklahoma [Mr. 1\IoBGAN]. 
1\Ir. MORGAN of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, we have before us 

Honse joint resolution No. 168, which in substance provides 
for the abolition of the liquor traffic within the jurisdiction of 
the United States. 

The resolution and preamble are as follows: 
,Whereas exact scientific research has demonstrated that alcohol is a 

narcotic poison, destructive and degenerating to the human organism, 
and that its distribution as a beverage or contained in foods lays 
a staggering economic burden upon the shoulders of the people, 
lowers to an appalling degree the average standard of character of 
our citizenship, thereby undermining the public morals and the foun
dation of free institutions, produces widespread crime, pauperism1 
and Insanity, lnfllcts disease and untimely deatl). upon hundreds or 
thousands of citizens and blights with degeneracy their children 
unborn, threatening the future Integrity and the very life of the 
Nation: Therefore be it 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in. Congress assembled (ttoo-thit·ds of each Hoti.Be 
concurring therein), That the following amendment of the Constitu
tion be, and hereby i9, proposed to the States, to become valid as a 
part of the Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of the several 
States as provided by the Constitution. 

•• AnTICLE -. 

" SECTION 1. The sale, manufacture :tor sale, transportation for sale, 
importation for sale, and exportation for sale of Intoxicating liquors 
for beverage purposes in the United States and all territory subject to 
the jurisdiction thereof are forever prohibited. 

"SEc. 2. Congress shall have power to provide for the manufacture, 
sale, importation, and transportation of intoxicating liquors for sac
ramental. medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical, or scientific purposes, 
or for ·use in the arts, and shall have power to enforce this article 
by all needful legislation.'• 

The resolution under consideration proposes an amendment to 
the Federal Constitution to prohibit the manufacture and sale 
of intoxicating liquors. 

In reaching a conclusion as to how I shall vote on this reso
lution I have tried to follow the light of my own reason, judg
ment, and conscience. I have taken in consideration the views 
of my own constituents. I have recognized the dominant senti
ment of the people of the State which I have the honor in part 
to represent. I have given weight to the views of the moral 
and religious forces of the Nation. I have considered the right 
of the people to vote on thls question. Finally, I have had in 
view the welfare of the Nation-its growth, its strength, ·its 
greatness. its perpetuity, and the prosperity, the bappin~ss, and 
well-being of its citizens. ' 

Personally I am in favor of utilizing every legitimate means 
or method that will restrict, limit, or lessen the consumption of 
intoxicating liquor for beverage purposes. 

As a means for the suppression of the liquor traffic, I am in 
favor of the use of moral suasion, agitation, education, and 
legislation, or any other legitimate method that will be effective. 

I believe total abstinence is the only safe rule for the indi
vid·Jal, and that prohibition is the only wise policy for the State 
ru:d Nation. 

1\fy views on the temperance question have not been hastily 
formed. My parents taught me not to drink intoxicating 
liquors. Before I attained my majority my first effort to make 
a public speech was at a temperance rally. My early impres· 
sions have guided me in all the intervening years. I have never 
concealed my views. On every appropriate occasion I have ex
pressed them. I can not now, when I am a Representative in 
Congress, when I am in a position of influence, power, and 
honor, waiver or recede. I shall keep the faith and cast my 
vote for the resolution. 

VIEWS OF MY CONSTITUENTS. 

Aside from my own views. I desire to express the wishes of 
my constituents. The people of my congressional district are 
intelligent. industrious, and patriotic. They rank with the best 
type of American citizenship. They believe in law and order, 
in civic righteousnes , in morality, in temperance, in the church, 
in the school, and in the home. By petitions. ·letters, and tele
grams they ha.Ye appealed to me to vote for this resolution. I 
greatly respect their views; I have the highest regard for their 
opinions; I have the utmost confidence in their judgment. In 

" 

all my votes I earnestly desire to do their will, to express their 
views, to speak their voice, to represent them honestly and cor· 
rectly. Therefore, in obedience to the will of my constituents, 
acting as their Representative, as their servant, and as their 
spokesman, I give my voice and my vote for this resolution. 

SE~TIMENT OF MY STA.TE, 

In addition to my district, I also in part represent in this 
House the State of Oklahoma. I deem it my duty to voice the 
dominant sentiment of the people of my State. They ha>e 
spoken on this question. In a very impressive way they have 
instructed their Representatives in Congress on this question. 
In making their constitution, by a separate >Ote, they placed 
therein a clause prohibiting forever within the State the manu
facture and sale of intoxicating liquors. The question was sub· 
sequently submitted to the people. By a decisive majority they 
again declared for prohibition. I belie>e it is the desire of the 
majority of the people of Oklahoma that the State, through its · 
Representatives in Congress, shall cast a solid vote for this reso
lution. For myself, in casting my vote I shall be true to Okla
homa, true to her institutions, to her laws, to her policies, and 
true to the hopes, the ideals, and the aspirations of her 
1,700,000 people. 

PUBLIC OPINIO~ OF THE NA.TION. 

Further than this, I have a right to consider the public opin
ion of the Nation. I am one of 435 Members of this Honse who 
repres.ent the Nation at large. Every Representative has a 
Nation-wide responsibility. He owes a duty to the whole cotm
try. In an important sense each one of us in part holds the 
fate and destiny of the Nation in our hands. We can not 
escape this responsibility. Each of us is duty bound ·to do 
our share in solving national problems. The Constitution gives 
Congress the power to provide for the general welfare. In vot
ing upon questions Ilke this, which affect the entire country, in 
which all the people of the Nation are deeply and vitally inter
ested, we should look beyond the territorial limits of our own 
States and survey every foot of soil over which the flag floats. 
In solving national problems we must heed national sentiment. 

1 The moral forces of the Nation to-day are for national prohibi
tion. The distilleries. the breweries, the saloons, and all allied 
interests are against it. We can not follow both of the e antag· 
onistic and warring forces. We can not please both. We can 
not satisfy both. We can not serve both God and mammon. 
We must choose between _ the two. For my part, I prefer to 
march under the banner held aloft by the moral forces of the 
Republic and cast my vote in harmony with the dominant moral 
sentiment of the Nation. 

RIGHT OF TH.E PEOPLE TO lPl HlllA.nD. 

In voting on this question we must take into consideration 
the right of petition,. the spirit of our free institutions, our t·e
publican form of government, and the right of the people to be 
heard and express their views on public que tions. 

Our forefathers in making our Constitution assumed that it 
might be wise and necessary to amend it. They provided a 
method by which it could be amended. By this method a pro
posed amendment must be approved by two-thirds of the Mem
bers of each Honse of Congress and by the legi latures of three
fourths of the States. The friends of national prohibition are 
pursuing the method provided by the Constitution. The pro
hibition cause has m~de great progreso. Seventeen of the 
States have prohibited the manufacture and sale of intoxicating 
liquors within their borders. Over half of the people of the 
United States now reside in dry territory. No one can tell how 
many States would approve this resolution. No one knows just 
how many people are in favor of national prohibition. But we 
do know that 6,000,000 of the people o~ the United States have 
petitioned Congress to submit this great que tion to the vote 
of the people of the United States. It is for Congress to decide · 
whether these petitions shall be granted. In my judgment, 
when any large number of the people ask for a vote upon a 
question, to refuse to let the matter be submitted to a vote is 
clearly un-American and out of harmony with our ideas of a 
free government. 

MAGNITUDE OF THE LIQUOn BUSINESS. 

The liquor business has grown to immense proportions. It 
represents great wealth. It employs an army of men. It sup· 
ports a multitude of people. Its power extends in every direc
tion. It dominates business, permeates society, controls poli
tics, and its gigantic sway molds the tone of the press and 
influences the attitude of even the church. · 

Some conception of its mighty influence mny be gathered from 
the wealth it controls, the men it employs, the wages it pays, 
and the number of people it supports. Seven hundred and sev
enty-two million dollars in capital are invested in pJants and 
equipment for the manufacture of distilled, malt, and vinous 
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liquors. Even a larger .amount is probably invested by retail 
and wholesale establishments for the sale and distdbution of 
the product. _These liquor-manufacturing establishments have 
an annual output in excess of two and a quarter billions of 
. gallons. At wholesale prices these liquors are worth $600,000,-
000. At retail the consumer.s pay therefor over $2,000,000,000. 
As a people we consume annually 22.66 gallons of intoxicating 
liquors per capita. There are at least 250,000 persons employed 
directly in -the business. In 1909 we had 68.215 saloon keepers, 
101,234 barte:qders, arid 77,779 persons in liquor-manufacturing 
establishments. .More than 1,000,000. of our population are 
supported by this business. In salaries and wages the liquor
manufacturing establishments pay out annually .$70,op<),OOO. 
Add to this the profits of the saloon keepers, the wages paid to 
bartenders and others supported directly by the liquor traffic, 
and we·have a grand total of more than $250,000,000 distributen 
annually through this business. 

But there is something e>en more startling than this. In 
the last fiscal year the Federal, State, county, and municip~l 
governments collected over $325,000,000 in taxes from the bust
ness; $245,000,000 went to the· Federal Government, -$21,000,000. 
to the States, $6,~00,000 to the counties, ·and $52,000,000 to 
incot:porated towns and cities having a .population of 2,500 and 
over. Through the increased tax placed on beer ·and ()ther 
intoxicating liquors by the emergency Tevenue act, the business 
this year will pay for the support of our various governments 
not less than $400,000,000, Last year the Federal Government 
collected . 33 per cent of its ordinary revenue from the liqu~r 
business, and by reason of the increased tax the ap1ount this 
yea1· will be over 40 per cent. 

But this liquor business does something else. To support 
this vast business, to pay dividends on the capital invested 
the1·ein, to pay $250,000,000 annually in salaries and wages and 
profits· to the people engaged therein and employed thereby, and 
to contribute annually $400,000,000 in taxes for the support of 
our various governments; to · do all this it is necessary that 
1,000,000 of our people shall be drunkards, that 4,000,000 of 
them shall be heavy drinkers, -and that 19,000,000 of them shall 

·be regular moderate drinkers, and that the country at ·1a.rge 
shall suffer an economical loss-estimated at $15,000,000,000. 

WHAT 'THESE STATISTICS MEAN. 

What do these figures mean? What ·do they teach? What 
do they prove? What significance shall be· given them in reach
ing a conclusion on the question before us! _ 

Those who oppose this resolution point · to these statistics
to the capital invested, to the men employed, to the wages .pa.id, 
to the re-venue receh;ed-as arguments against the ..adoption of 
thi"' resolution. 

To my -mind they •prov.e directly thve;eNe. It is almost 
uni>er ally admitted that the liqu_or bl.}siness is the ·greatest 
evil in existence; that it is the greatest source of crime, immo
rality, disease, idleness, poverty, -and national waste; :and that 

•it is highly detrimental and -injurious to the ·social, economic, 
-and moral welfare of :our citizens. · 

If the liquor business be an evil, · then the greater its ma:gni
tude, the .more is the .necessity that the National Government 
shall interfere and aid in its suppression. 

If the liquor business be a ·source of crime, immorality, dis
ea e, idleness, poverty, and waste, then to ·contemplate the vast· 
millions of money invested therein, the hundreds of thousands 
of men employed in Us pqJsec.ution, and the hundreds of mil
lions of dollars in wages and profits distributed thereby only 
emphasize and reinforce the appeal to the National Government 
for aid 1Wd assistance in annihilating the business. 

If the liquor business is not a legitimate business and is 
deteriorating the physical, intellectual, and .moral character of 
our citizenship, ·this is an unanswerable argum1mt why neither 
the Federal, State, county, norJ" munici:pal governments should 
make the bu iness the chief source of their Tevenue. 

RI<lHT OF MAJORITY PROTEC'TED. 

I shall not nde1·take to answer an . the arguments presented 
against this resolution. ~ But I want.to notice one. It is asserted 
by ·the opponents of this re olution that if adopted it might per
mit a minority of the people of the United States to force pro
hibition upon the majority. This argument is based on the· fact 
that the 36 States · having the smallest number of people have 
a total population of 40,865,581 and that the other 12 States 
have a population of 51,106,685. · 

But if this is a >alid argument it will apply to all propo ed 
amendments, and wou1d prevent the people from. ever amending 
the Constitution. • 

Further, in answer to this argument, it may also be said lhnt 
4,526,8!)7 people, comprising the total population "in the 12 
States ha>ing the smallest population, could prevent 87,97.2,266 

•people, comprising the total population in the 36 States having 
the largest population, from amending the Constitution. 

{ 

Again, the ·constitution requires that ·a proposed mnend
ment must be ·approved by a two-thirds Tote of this House. It 
when this vote shall be taken on this resolution the entire mem
bership of the House were pre ent and voting, the delegations 
from six of the States, voting solidly, could defeat this resolution . 
New York, with 43 votes; Pennsylvania, with 32; Illinois, with 
25; Ohio, with 21; Missouri and Texas, each with 16 votes, have 
a total vote in this House of 153-more than one-third of the 
total membership of this House. It would seem, therefoce, that 
the interests of the States with la-rge population and where in 
the main the liquor interests are concentrated are amply pro
tected against any unfair or unjust action on the part Of the 
Representatives er the people from the smaller. States. 

A. MA~TER OF PATRIOTISM. 

Finally, in casting my vote · for this resolution J am perform
ing what I regard as a patriotic duty. I certainly have no 

·desire to inflict injury upon those who are engaged in the busi
ness or who are supported thereby. But I must do what in 
my j"udgment will contribute most to the public welfare. I must 
have the interest.s ·of my country at heart. I must go where 
patriotism leads me. The character of our ciUzenship is the 
Nation's chtef asset. Our national wealth and our great natural 
resources are not the main piUars of our nati-onal stl·ength. 
For our superiority over other nations, for our leadership 
am()llg the nations of the. earth, for the extension of the power 
and influence and principles of this Republic we ·must 1·ely upen 
the character of our citizenship. Whatever deteriorates our citi
zenship weakens tbe fabric of our· Government -and-endangers its 
perpetuity. Believing, ·as I honestly do, that the liquor traffic 
lowers the ·standard of our citizenship-physically, mentally, 
and morally~as a lover Of my country and its 'J)eople ·I can-not 
do other:wise than vote for its suppression. 

Mr. 'HOB'SON. ·Mr. ·speaker, I now yield five -minutes to the 
-gentleman from .Missomi [Mr. DECKER]. 

"The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 'Missomi [Mr. ·DECKERl 
'is recognized 'for five minutes. 

[Mr. J)ECKER addressed the.Rouse. See ·Appendix.] 

·Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield rto the ·gentleman !ram. 
-Georgia [Mr. 'TRIBBLE]. 

The ·SPEAKIDR. The •gent1eman from Georgia ' [Mr. TRIBBf.E] 
is recognized. · 

·Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Speaker, I shall not di cuss the issues 
of merits or demerits, good or evil, involved in ·the prohibition 
question, my time being too limited, and from ·my viewpoint the 
-merits of prohibition is a question -for the people a~d not for 
-this 'House. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no question on which the .American citi-
. zens are 1nore divided than the pr()per regulation of the liquor 
tra'ffic. The question now before the House, in my opinion, is 
one · that should not be arbitrarily settled by the membership 
of this 'House. I believe it is a question for the })eo}>le to settle, 
arid for that reason I cast my vote to refel: it to' them. Let lliem 
·express tliE~ir will at the ballot box. 

It is contended that tile proposed amendment for national 
prohlbition is a violation of the State rights. Shall I as the 
'representative of 265,000 people of the eighth congre slonal dis
trict of Georgia decide that this amendment, authorizing legis
lation to put into existence national prohibition, is a violation 
-of State 1·ights? No, Mr. Speake-r, the master ·minds of the 
country do not agree on this question, and I do not care to 
finally determine it for my district; on the contrary, I desire 
that the people of my district and my State settle it for them
sel>es. There are 30,000 ·registered -voters in t.he eighth con
-gressional district, and I shall cast my vote ·t<HJay to grant 
to them the opportunity of expressing their will. If this ques
tion should be referred to the people, then I shall take my place 
at the ballot box and decide myself on which side of this 
question I shall cast my ballot, and ·the 30,000 Toters of my 
district, side by side with .me, will have the same ·privilege. If 
I am in error as to :my duty, then I err on the side of p()pular 
government by the people. 

Our fathers intended this Governm~nt to be expressive of the 
people's will. · When the Constitution was written the prohibi
tion question was not an issue, but those wise patriots who con· 
structed the Constitution knew as time rolled on new constitu
tional questions would arise, and they provided a method of 

·submitting such questions to the ·people. They made it very 
difficult to amend that insti·ument which protects the liberties 
of the .American people, but it can be done, has been done, .and 
will be done many times· in the future. 

It was hard for me to believe that the religious freedom 
guaranty of our Constitution is an amendment, and I read and 
reread the ·Constitution last year trying to find that section. 

-I secured the second copy -of the Constitution thinking the one 
.I held in hand contained g clerical error. Finally 1 looked in 
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the amendments, and, much to my surprise, I found the re
ligion freedom guaranty was the first amendment to the Con
stitution: 

Mr. Speaker, I shall not arbitrarily slmt the door on my con
stituent who should also be granted the prhilege of express
ing their wishes. l\fy colleague from Georgia, Judge AD.A.MSON, 
made a very significant statement on this question. He said: 

So far as prohibition is concerned, I admit that the power of regula
tion exists, that Congress has power to prohibit. 

His statement . being true, Mr. Speaker, then why not refer 
the question to the will of the American people to say whether 
or not they ·wish national prohibition? It takes two-thirds of 
the House to submit the question to the States, and three
fourths of the States to add a constitutional amendment. If 
two-thirds desire this amendment, then the one-third should 
not complain, but the people not agreeing with me would 
have a right to complain if I should force my personal views 

- on them. · 
Believing as I do, Mr. Speaker, that there is sufficient demand 

for this constitutional amendment to be submitted to the people, 
I believe that l\fembers of this House should discard their per
sonal views, and, as provided by the Constitution, seek the 
views of the American people at the ballot box, and I shall 
gladly cast my vote for the amendment. 

l\Ir. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [l\fr. LANGLEY]. 

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I shall vote for this resolution. 
With due deference to the opinions of those of my colleagues 
who are going to vote the other way, I can not see how, under 
our theory of government, a representative of the people can 
consistently deny them the privilege of deciding, in accordance 
with the method of procedure laid down by the fathers, whether 
they want the Constitution amended, when, as in this instance, 
there is a Nation-wide demand for it. It is the people's Con
stitution. It was created by their mandate and continues to 
exist by their consent. We of Congress are only a portion of 
the great machinery of goyernment and are chosen by them. 
The sovereign power that moves this machinery is the people's 
will. [Applause.] Indeed, in a sense1 they are the Govern
ment, because it is of. by, and for the people. I am speaking from 
de.ep conviction, the result of careful thought, and not in any 
sense in a demagogic spirit, when I· say that gentlemen go very 
far in the direction of arguing that our form of government is a 
failure when they contend that it is not safe to trust the people 
to decide such a question right, or that it would be unjust to 
allow them to decide it by the method prescribed in the Con
stitution itself. At any rate, such a contention bodes no good 
for the future of the Republic. 

I do not share the sentiments of those extremists who con
demn everybody who is engaged or employed in the liquor busi
ness, seemingly forgetting that the legitimacy of the business 
is now recognized by the supreme law of the land, which the 
language of the resolution itself concedes, and that many among 
our most patriotic, charitable, and exemplary citizens are en
gaged in it, who would instantly obey the law if its ban is 
placed upon it. [Applause.] Neither do I agree with some of 
our citizens who seem to think that there is only one side to 
this national prohibition question. That enormous difficulties 
would be encountered in attempting to enforce it; that it would 
seriously cripple the finances of the Government, necessitating 
new and still more drastic methods of raising revenue; and that 
it will require hundreds of thousands of worthy people to seek 
other employment and hundreds of millions of legitimately in
vested capital to seek ·other fields, no one will deny. Balanced 
against these and other considerations is the harm the sale of · 
intoxicating liquors has wrought upon the Nation. ·But as I 

. view the situation, these questions are hardJy germane to the 
present ui~cussion . . .Mr. Speaker, I distinguish between my 
duty as a Representative and my duty ns a citizen and elector. 
In the one case I merely exercise my own privileges and rights; 
in the other I exercise those of other people. After I have 
voted here to give the people of the States the privilege which 
thi resolution seeks, and to which I think they are clearly en
titled at our bands, and when the merits of the proposition 
itself come before them for decision, it will then be my duty as 
a cit izen and voter to consider with them the grave questions 
of practicability, economy, sociology, and expediency, and all 
the other questions which are involved, and act in accordance 
with my own individual judgment an(! sense of duty. [Ap
IJlnuse.] 

Mr. HOBSON. I yield four minutes to the gentleman from 
Peunsylvanja [l\Ir. LOGUE]. 

1\fr. LOGUE. Mr .. Speaker, it bas been of considerable in
terest to me to-clay to find such strong expressions in favor of 
temperance coming from many who are opposed to the resolu
tion offered. In 25 years of total abstinence work I have very 

seldom met any of the gentlemen on the platform advocating the 
lessening of excessive drinking. 
· I am a firm believer in education for the correction of moral 
or social evil. I believe that mere legislation can not do much 
in the way of substantial, corrective good, and that education 
moral, social, and mateiial, must be in the van of all legislation: 

Every State in the Union, recognizing the dangers of drink 
has su~rounded itself -with excise law, with restrictive and 
regulative legislation. At the same time it seems strange to me 
the sentiment against the enforcement of laws enacted to con
trol or regulate the liquor traffic. Why is it that prosecutions 
can be instituted for the infraction of any other law and no 
obje~tion be raised, while a false sentiment is created if it is 
sought to enforce a similar statute against those who violate the 
liquor law? . 

• I firmly believe in State regulation of the liquor ti:affic be
cause I believe that bac_k of any law we try to enforce should be 
local public sentiment that will support it. I believe that the 
boy and the girl have a right to be protected by the enforcement 
of re tri~tive and regulative measures that have been enacted. 
I am satisfied as well that it is the duty of the Federal Govern
ment to see that States are protected froml outside interference 
in the enforcement of the laws they have placed on their statute 
books regarding the liquor business. · 

I have given up m·uch of my time to the work of extendina 
total abstinence. I believe it is our duty to be exemplars i~ 
the way we would have people go by the legislation we enact. 
I _re~ret that the votes that will be cast in this Hou e to-day 
will m many cases be political, representing either the favor or 
fear of a constituency, and not solely the expression of belief 
of the man himself. 

"Made in America" is the great cry these days and we are 
proud of it, because we feel that from our great i~dustries we 
can send out the best the world produces. I would like to see it 
go farther. I would like to see that spirit prevail in the train
ing of the boys and girls from whom we are making the men 
and women of the future, and much could be accomplished in 
this line by the real enforcement of restrictive and regulative 
laws that now exist regarding the liquor traffic, so that, avoid
ing the great danger of intemperance, we can make our boys 
and girls the best men and women in the world. 

Therefore I feel that much good would be done i.f the energy 
and spirit and earnestness displayed by well-meaning people for 
the extension of _our present laws regarding the liquor traffic 
were directed toward the enforcement of those measures which 
experience has recognized should be enacted, and which expe
rience also recognizes should be enforced. I believe this en
forcement will be more pronounced when the laws are more 
local in chara , .~d public sentiment will be at hand to 
support them. . 

There is no need in attempting to discuss the ravages caused 
by the use of intoxicating liquor and the individual misery that 

·follows and the public harm done. There should be coopera
tion on the part of all well-meaning people to regulate and con
trol a traffic that is harinful, and this work should be associ
ated with education on the dangers of· indulgence, creating pub
lic sentiment that will make the business unprofitable; and 
when it becomes unprofitable it will cease to exist. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOBSON. I yield two minutes to the gentleman from 
California [1\fr. BELL). 

1\Ir. BELL of California. Mr. Speaker, in the scant time 
allotted to me I can .scarce more than say that it is my fervent 
hope and wish that this resolution, making as it does for the 
prosperity, the betterment, and the happiness of this Nation, 
may pass tbis House by a. vote largely in excess of the necessary 
two-thirds majority. 

I have listened with interest to the flights of oratory this 
morning and to the more or less ingenious and ingenuous argu
ments for and against this question, and I am proud to think 
that I stand here representing the citizenry of a district in 
which an overwhelming majority of the people are in favor of 
nation-wide prohibition. 

We are asked here to-day to pass upon the so-called Hobson 
resolution, but we are not presented with nor asked to pass upon 
the question of national prohibition. As the representatives of 
the people we are asked to permit the voters of this Nation to 
express their views on this que tion at the polls. I have strong 
personal convictions as to the justness of passing a resolution 
which will permit the people of the Nation to vote for or against 
the contlnuan.ce of the liquor traffic as a besetting and destroy
ing national evil. 

If the arguments und statements presented and made in the 
numerous communications which I have received from the 
liquor interests are true, the whole question could be disposed of 
by the voters, and the activities of the churches, th~ Anti-Saloon 
League, and many temperance organizations, as well as the big 

i 
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·business corporations who bar from employment men addicted 
to drink, could all be fittingly rebuked at the polls, but those 
who are financially interested iu the manufacture and sttle of 
littuor know full well that a large and increasing majority ·of the 
people of this Nation are unalter.:1bly opposed to a continuance 
of the liquor traffic and the inevitable misery, want, and woe 
that follow in its wake. 

Mr. Speaker, I respect the opinions and convictions of every 
Member of this House as expressed by their •otes .on measures 
pre ented for consideration, but to tho e Members who are in
trenching themselves behind the doctrine of State r}.ghts I com
rr.end to their thoughtful consideration the following extract 
from an address by Rev. Sam W. Small, of Georgia: · 

My countrymen, right now we are confronted by a peculiar situation. 
When we propose the submis ion to the States of a constitutional 
l.lmendment to prohibit the liquor traffic we are met with the cry that we 
are attacking the doctrine of. State rights. 

'tate rights! Why, we stand flat-footed and foursquare upon the 
very fundamental principle of State rights. It is for that principle we 
are fighting, In its name we .are pleading that -the 48 States of this 
·Union be given the opportunity to exercise what Th.omas Jefferson. and 
all h is compeers declared to be their " indubitable, inalienable, and mde
feasible right "-the right to altar, reform, amend, or change the Con
stitution under which they formed the Union. 

Our pr:oposition can not win without the separate consents of 36 .of 
the States. Whether those three-fourths, as provided by the Constitu
tion. desire to change that instrument as we propose can never be 
rightly known until they are allowed to legislatively express their will. 

The man who would arbitrarUy deny to them that right is not a 
friend. but an enemy of State rights. 

How strangely this doctrine sounds coming from the liquorites of the 
Nation, whose long record of contempt for State constitutions and State 
laws is the one broad bar sinister upon the escutcheon of our American 
civilization. -

Put them to the test of their vociferous loyalty to State rights by 
offering to repeal the internal-revenue laws affecting liquors. Then you 
wiiJ bear wails of protest the like of whi.cb issue only from the 
slaughterhouses of the Chicago stockyards. If there is anything on 
earth the liquorites of America do not want it is to be released from 
their partnership with. Uncle Sam and to be turned over to the will of 
each of the 48 States of the Union. They don't want State rights; they 
only want Congress to WE>ave that doctrine into a coat of mail in 
certain cases for the protection of the liquor traffic from real State 
rights. 

And to the following extract from the Declaration of Princi
ples of the Anti-Saloon League of America: 
. The liquor traffic is national in its organization, character, and 

Influence. It overflows the boundaries of States and refuses to be regu
lated or controlled. It is a lJ-,ederat evil-a national menace, too power
ful for State authority, requiring national jurisdiction and treatment. 
It beggars the individual, burdens the State, and. · impoverishes the 
Nation. It commercializes vice and capitalizes human weakness. It 
impairs the public health, ~reaks the public peace, and debauches the 
public morals. It intimidates and makes cowards of. public men. It 
dominates parties and conventions. It cajoles, bribes, or badgers the 
mak~rs, interpreters, and administrators of law and. suborns the public 
press. 
· It claims for itself a special right and privilege asserte'd by no otber 

interest in all the land, however great or powerf~a right and privi
lege utterly incompatible with free government-the right and privilege to 
infract municipal ordinances at will, to violate and break legislative 
resolves and enactments, and to set aside the constitutional provisions 
O"f sovereign States, however solemn and sacred. Refusing al domestic 
regulation and control, it leaves the American people but two alterna
tives-the abject surrender of their inherent right of self-government 
or its national annihilation. Between such a choice free men can not 
hesitate. We therefore declare for its national annihilation by an 
amendment to the Federal Constitution which shall forever prohibit 
throughout the territory of the United States the manufacture and sale 
and the 1mportation, exportation, and transportation of intoxicating 
liquors to be used as a beverage. 

The question of our preparedness for war has been discussed 
at length on the floor of the House and in the public press. 
The n-ations of Europe now engaged in a life-and-death struggle 
have taken ·cognizance of one important item of preparation 
viz, the national conservation of human resources, which ex: 
ample might well be- followed by the United States, and the 
passage of this resolution would be one peaceful, righteous step 
in the line of preparedness. We are advised by the President 
that we must in future time of need depend upon our citizen 
soldie.I·y; if this be true we ought to be willing to help equip 
our men with strong, clean bodies, stout hearts, and steady 
nerves. In this connection · I call attention to the following 
concise article from the California Outlook: 

EUROPE SOllER. 

Whatever of good in the law of compensation may come out o;f the 
European .war, a lessen in. temperance Will hold a · prominent place in it. 
The warrmg nations realize that- to stand the severe test of physical 
endurance and ne rvous strain they mu~t be sober. Russia's first act 
after mobilization was to stop the sale of vodka. France bas taken 
steps to lessen the usc of absibtbe and England is appealin.,. to the 
nation to abstain from alcoholic ·drink during the war. In England 
th~ country is· was tered with patriotic posters making this· appeal. It 
is mteresting to note that the appeal is on entirely economic grounds
the conservation of resources, both material and human. · ·Four· grounds 
aL·e given for abs tinence from alcoholic liquors : · · 

1. The grain destroyed for tbei~: production is required for food. 
in 2fo;:'d~e money spent upon drink will purchase ma?y ~es its value 

3. Physical power depends upon food and must not- be· destroyed by 
aJcobol. . . · . 

4. Alcohol lowers vitality and diminishes power to 1:esist disease. 

It is inconceivable that the effect of this tem.perance propa~anda will 
pass with the ending of hostilities. So effective a refutatiOn of ' the 
widespread fallacy that the consumption of alcoholic drinks makes1 for 
prosperity can not but leave a lasting impression on the Nation. 

One result of the war is almost · certain to be' a sober as well as a 
sobered Europe. • · 

Mr. Speaker, upon the Members of' this House· has deYolVed 
the most solemn duty that has c·onfronted Congress in many, 
years. The yote of to-day will determine whether the Members 
of this House stand for happy, comfortable American homes ·or 
for the body and soul destroying .American saloon. 'rhe disposi
tion of this resolution will determine whether the moral forces 
of this Nation shall prevail over the beneficiaries of the liquor 
traffic, whether the voters of the United States shall be denied 
the privilege to express at the polls their so•ereign rjght to 
amend the Constitution under which they live. 

1\Ir. HOBSON. I now yield three minutes to the gentleman: 
from Oklahoma [l\Ir. FERRIS], and with that I will reserYe the 
remainder of my time. If my figures are correct I shall have 
used 44 minutes. ' · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. FEa-. 
RIS] is recognized for 3 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. HoBSON] reserves 16 minutes. 

[Mr. FERRIS addressed the House. See Appendix.] 

The SPEAKER. T?e gen'tleman from Alabama is recognized 
for an hour. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I do not come here to-day, 
to make an issue on the question as to whether men should be 
temperate or intemperate in their daily . lives. I know of no 
man who would be so false to the teachings of the mother who 
bore him as to advocate intemperance. I not only belie\e in 
temperance. so far as the consumption of liquor is concerned 
but I believe in temperance in every walk of life. Men shonld 
be t mperate in their mental attitude toward other men, as 
well as temperate in the treatment -of their own bodies. 

THE ISSUE. 

But the proposed amendment does not raise the issue of tem
perance. It is not a moral issue that is before us. The great 
moral issues which have confronted the world have not been 
worked out at the point of the sword or with the force of the 
governments behind them. The progress that the world has 
made in morality comes f;rom the heart, following the teachings 
of God, and not from the force of .men. The issue that is pre
sented to this House and the counti·y to-day_ is a governmental 
issue a.s to wheth~r or not the enforcement of certain pqlice 
regulations bad best be controlled by the National Government 
or left within the jurisdiction of the several States where they 
were placed by the fathers who builded this Republic. 

In. order that I may not be misunderstood, I desire to say 
in the beginning that on the question of the eilforcement of 
temperance laws I believe in local county option so far as my 
own State is concerned, because I believe that is the best way 
to enforce the law. My objection to the pending amendment 
is that it is an attempt to rob the States of theit jurisdiction 
over police matters, in part to destroy the right of local self
g<. vernment, and to establish a precedent that would concentrate 
the jJower of all government in. the Government established here 
at Wash'ington. 

I will not call your attention to. the many things ·which have 
been said in favor of local self-government by the men who 
buDded the Federal Constitution, but I do desire to read to you 
a. quotation from the author of the Declaration or Independence, 
the author of religious liberty in Virginia, the m:i.n who was 
nearer in sentiment to the people· of the United States than any 
man who has ever lived in our great Republic. 

In Mr. Jefferson's· autobiography, in commenting upon the 
power of the Federal judges, he wrote a few sentences that; 
peculiarly apply to the question now in hand. I will trespass 
on your patience to read it to you. He said.: 

It · is not enough that honest men are appointed judges. All know 
the influence of interest on the mind of man, and how unconsciously 
his judgment is warped . b:y that influence. To tbis bias add that of 
the esprit de corps, of th.eu peculiar maxim and creed that ." it is the 
office of a good judge to enlarge his jurisdiction," and the absence of 
responsibility, and how can we expect impartial decision between the 
General Government,~. of which they are thep1selves so. eminent a pal't, 
and an individual o:sta te, from which they have nothing to hope or 
fear? We have . seen, too, that. contrary to all correct example, they 
are in the habit of going ·out of the question before them, to throw an 
anchor ahead, and grapple further bold for future advance~ of power. 
They are then, in fact, -the corps of sappers and miners, s teadily work
ing to undermine the independent ri~bts of the States. and · to con· 
solidate all power in the hands of that Government in which the-y have 
so impo~:tant a freehold estate. But it is not by the consolidation . or 
concentration of powers but by their distribution that good govern
ment is effected. Were not this grQat. country already divided hito 
States, that division ruu t be made that each mlgbt do for itself what 
concerns itself. directly, and. what it can so , much better do than. a dis
tant authority. Every State again is divided . .into counties, each to take 
care of what lies- wltllin its local bounds; each county again into town-
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ships or wards, to manage minu.te details ; and every ward into farms, 
to be gove1·ned by its individual proprietor. Were we dil·ected from 
Wasbin"ton when to sow and when to r eap, we should soon want bread. 

It is by ' this partition of cares, descending in gradation from general 
o particular, that t he mass of human affairs may be best managed for 
he good and prosperity of all. 

Is there any true American whose soul responds to the genius 
of our Republic who will deny the truth of that utterance? 
:Without intending any reflection on the moti\es of the gentle
men who present this resolution, I say, in the language of 
Thomas Jefferson,· that by attempting to secure the adoption of 
this amendment they are " a corps of suppers and miners work
ing to undermine the independent light of the States." When 
you abandon the fundamental principles of the Constitution 
where does it lead you? To the Democratic side of the House · 
I may say, Abandon the fundamental principles of your own 
party and where will you draw the line in the future? The 
men who wrote this Constitution that you seek to-day in part 
to destroy were the men who had given more thought to the 
necessities of a free government, to the danger of its overthrow, 
than any men who have e\er li\ed within our Republic. They 
realized that when the powers of the Government are concen
trated in the hands of one central government, without restraint 
from any source, that we would ride to the same fall to which 
the Republics of Greece, the· Republics of Rome, the Republics of 
every known cotmtry in the world ultimately come. [Applause.] 
And to protect against that danger they. established a central 
goyernment at 'Vashingtoii to -control national affairs, to attend 
to. the business where one nation came in contact with another 
nation. But they resened to the se\eral States the powers of 
government that affect the individual, his rights, his liberty, 
and his happiness. Shall we begin the work of destruction? 

And yet, in an idle hour, cloaked in the robe of temperance-
because all men believe in temperance--a faction has arisen in 
this Republic that would tear down the very fabric of the Gov
ernment itself and destroy the foundation stones on wlllch it 
rests. [Applause.] 

It is not alone the statesmen of the past who have spoken on 
this quest~on. I desire to read a few sentences from an edi
torial clipped from the Louisville Courier-Journal, written by a 
Democrat·. of the Samuel J. Tilden school of Democracy, who 
believed in those principles of our fathers that in this day and 
time we are asked to abandon. Col. Henry Watterson in an 
editorial in the Courier-Journal said this: 

The prohibition movement-a tyrannous scheme to establish virtue 
and morality by law, to regulate personal appetite and individual habit 
by the will of the majority, in embryo to resunect and reestablish the 
principle and affinity of church and · state-is quite as mischievous a 
delusion as any of those which have gone before it. 

In - counties which have ordained prohibition two-thirds of _those 
thus arraying themselves at the polls believed they were voting; for tem
perance against inte~perance, whereas, which tl}e event ~1ll prove, 
they were voting agamst lawful procedure and Jlli!t taxation on the 
one band and iiL favor of outlawry and no taxation on the other hand. 

If prohibition prohibited, if law reached morals. the argument in 
favor of drastic legislation would be cogent, indeed. But the actual 
experience had everywhere shQws exactly the contrary. The scheme il:! 
the offspring of emotional insanity. It would in nowise accomplish the 
ends it aims at. It would simply ruin whole classes and regions, re
duce values and increase taxes, leaving the drink evil untouched in its 
nature to ·readjust itself to changed conditions, as it has done every
where that prohibition bas I id its blight. 

The fact can not be successfully contradicted that prohibition 
established by law does not produce temperance or stop the liquor 
habit where the public sentiment of the local community does 
not sustain the law. It merely makes men outlaws instead of 
encouraging a respect for law and order. I contend that there 
is no law written on the statute books that is stronger than the 
sentiment of the jury iil the jury box. In the last analysis the 
law in this land is enforced. in the jury box. In most of the 
States of the Union, if not all, the jury is drawn from the juris
diction of the county within the State, and when public senti
ment in the county is adverse to the statute men who go into 
that jury box, or at least 1 in 12, will be found who are not 
in fa\or of enforcing the law, and you will have a law on 
the statute books which, instead qf producing the desired re
sults, brings about a condition that puts all law into contempt 
and substitutes outlawry for a just administration .of the law 
of the land. In fact, the resolution itself is not for temperance. 
It does not contend or propose that men shall be forced to cease 
drinking liquor. It merely proposes that it shall be unlawful to 
sell liquor. Nothing in this amendment would prevent any 
man from manufacturing his own liquor and drinking it when 
he pleased. It is not difficult to manufacture whisky. If 
the law does not prohibit it, it can be manufactured on the 
cooking stove; and I say to my friends from the -South that if 
you merely want to prohibit the sale of liquor and not prohibit 
its use, and that is as far as you are going, then, so far as this 
resolution is concerned. you encourage blind tigers throughout 
tlle length and breadth of our country. Of course the answer 
to that would be that the State laws would prohibit, but you 

are proposing to go beyond the State law. Some gentlemen have 
argued that you can enforce prohibition by the State law ancl 
by the Federal law. 

In physics I have been taught that two bodies can not occupy 
the same space at the same time and in the science of govern
ment I have been taught that two governments can not exercise 
jurisdiction over the same territory for the punishment of the 
same Clime at the same time. Possibly some of the advocates 
of this resolution may want to go so far as to advocate that a 
man shall be twice tried for one crime--that he shall be tried 
in a State court and tried in a Federal court-but I do not 
believe that such a proposition would meet with the approval 
of the sane_ judgment of the American people. 

THE FrNANCIAL SrDE OF THE ISSUE. 

This question can not be disposed of without considering it 
from the financial side. It is true that the advocates of the 
resolution, when you say that it will destroy property or wipe 
out taxation, scoff and jeer at the proposition, ·but will the 
American people scoff and jeer at a question of confiscation 
when they really understand what is intended? 

THE SACRIFICE IN REVENUE. 

First, let me call your attention to what it will cost the Ameri
can people in the way of taxes to write this resolution on the 
statute books. The receipts of the Federal Government in 
Washington during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914, from 
ordinary sources, were as follows: 
Receipts into the general fund, including vari

ous trust-fund receipts, but excluding postal 
revenues: 
Customs---------------------------~---- $292,320,014.51 
Internal revenu~ 

Ordinary----------- $308,659,732.56 
Corporation ex c i s e 

tax-------------- ~0,671,077.22 
Corporation income 

tax-------------- 32,456,662.67 
Individual income 
tax----~--------- 28,253,534.85 

Sales of public lands ___________________ _ 
Miscellaneous ______ ____ .:_ _______________ _ 

380,041,007.30 
2,571,774.77 

59,740,370.13 

Total ordinary receipts ________________ 734,673,166.71 

This table shows that the total ordinary receipts of the 
Government for the fiscal year ~914 amounted to $734,673,166.71. 
Of this amount $245,400,000, or · oyer 33 per cent of it, was re
cei\ed from the internal revenue and cnstoms taxes on malt 
liquors, spirits, and wines. · 

Of the taxes levied on liquors $226,200,000 were received from. 
internal revenue and $19,200,000 from customs, making the total 
of $245,400,000. Aside· from the Federal revenue, I find that the 
revenue derived by the State~ from licenses amounted to 
$21,000,000, from counties $6,600,000, and from incorpora-ted 
places having a population of 2,500 and over $52,000,000, or :1 
total that the States derived from liquor licen es of $79,600,000. 
This makes the total in the United Stutes from all sources 
$325,000,000. . 
. I have a table, compiled by the Census Bureau, showing the 
exact amount of revenue from liquor licenses derived from each 
State, which I particularly wish to call to your attention. The 
amount received in the various States is as follows: 

Receipts from liquor licenses, 191~. 

St.ate. Total. State. County. 

Incorpo
rated place3 

having a 
population 
of2,500 and 
over and 

school <lli
tricts. 

Total.. ................. _. .. $79,547,868 1 $20,992,857 ~,600,010 S51,955,001 

Alabama....................... 585,645 26, Ill 199,705 359,829 
Arizona........................ 258, 442 1, 500 158, 876 98.066 
'Arkansas .. _ .... _............... 440, 441 87, 135 113, 120 240; 186 
California...................... 2,771, 402 ............. 216,602 2,554,800 
Colorado .. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. .. 67 2, 440 56, 838 63, 051 552, 551 
C'.onnecticut.................... 949,639 ............ . 102,486 847,153 
Delaware....................... 76,7 9 i6,789 .... .. ................ .. 
District oi Columbia............ 436,790 . . . . . . . . . . . . . (l ) 436,790 
Florida.. . ...................... bll,029 157,800 65,3 7 ~7,842 

llllid~noo1.3- ·_ · •. _ -_ -. -_ •. -_ .. -_ -.. _ -_ -_ -.. _ ._ -- -.... _ ._ ._ ._ .. :Ll4, 308 14, 4 .) 115. 15tl 84,673 
9, 7'1.7,827 .... .... .. ... 19,225 9, 708,602 

~~!:~.~·.::::~:::::::::: : ::-: :::: U~:~~ ::::::::::::: ----494;97i>' 
1'~~:~~ 

Lo
Keun

15
_tu

1
.acknr:ya .·.·.· .· _ .. __ -_· _· _ .. _ .-_· _- _· .· _· _ .. __ .. __ - 1, 33, , 526 ~1, OJ7 .. _ .. .... _.. ';57, 519 

l, 524,G89 -450,700 210,241 833,743 
1 No cou :Jty organizatio:l. 

·' 

• 
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Receipts fro~ liqtfOr licenses, J91S-:-:Contlnued. 

State. 

Maryland ... _ ............... _ .. 
Massachusetts ....... _. ___ ._ ... _ 
..MicWgan ... _ .... _ .. _ .. : .... - . -. 

~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~g;::a·_ ·. ~:::::::::::::::::::: 
~ :!,a~aiDi>~e:::::::::::::::: 
~:: ir~~~0:::::::::::::::::::: 
New York .•..... ----·-·····-··-
OWo ................ ------····--
Oregon .• __ .. ___ ... ---. -. - . --- .. 
Pennsylvania ...... __ .... ______ _ 
Rhode Island ....... ---·- .... --. 
South Dakota ............... ~ .. 
Tennessee .... _ .......... - .. ---. 
Texas ...... ----.--·-···--··-··-
Utah ....... ---------····-------

~~~~fa~·.·_::::::::::::::::::::: 
~=~~~':ia::::::::::::::::::: 
Wisconsin. __ ....... __ . __ ._ .... -
Wyoming ..... -·-···-···- ..... . 

1 No county organization. 

Total. 

Sl, 728,435 
3,274,005 
1,991,568 
l, 797,142 
4, 319, 01fi 

545,767 
855, 143 
152,316 
264,014 

2,625, 414 
136,594 

17,374,408 
7,975,230 

570,750 
6, 109,949 

678,750 
257,41\5 
590, 121 

1, 303,895 
330,557 

78,518 
975,529 

1,117, 57.3 
922,072 

1,363,591 
178,441 

State. County. 

Incorpo
rated places 

having a 
population 
of 2,500 and 
over and 

school dis
tricts. 

$427,468 $137,843 $1,163,124 

~~:~ ·-··9i4;m· i;~~;t~~ 
54, 143 103, 004 1, 579, 395 

1,504,906 007,068 1,907,041 
(2) 374,204 171,563 

···· ·-·--·--· 23,350 831,793 
50,640 . 78, 627 23,049 

- . - .. - . . . . . . . 135, 516 128, 498 
--·--··-·-··········----· 2,625,414 
-···-··---··· 53,155 83,439 

. 9, 401,083 ... --- .. --.. 7, 973,325 
2, 542,533 983, 898 4, 448, 799 

--- ... - ---.- - 22, 089 548, 661 
1, 800, 740 423,357 3, 885,852 

170,616 (1) 508,134 
--.--- .. ----- 163, 735 93, 750 

590, 121 .. -.- ... --.- ..... -- .. ---
687,000 380,356 . 236,539 

·-·-·--·-·--- 9,523 321,034 
74,118 -- .... --.-.- 4, 40J 

529) 698 -. -- . ---- .. - 445, 831 
206, 708 39,944 870,921 
1:48, 641 - .... ---. -.- 273, 431 

···--··--··-- ·--·-······- 1,303,591 
· ··--··-----· ·--··--···-· 178,441 

: Not reported. 

'l'HE EFFECT OF THE PROPOSED . RESOLUTION. 

Mr. Speaker, if all revenue derived from the sale of liquor 
should be destroyed to accompl~sh a good nurpose, it might be 
well to destroy this source of revenue and place the burden of 
taxation elsewhere, but I contend that if you adopt the pending 
resolution you will not accomplish the end you aim at, real tem
perance, but you will ttanspose law into license and ~stablish 
national tyranny in place of local justice. You would not prevent 
the drinking of liquor or the evils that grow out of it, but you 
would destroy the supervision of the liquor traffic by local au
ttority . . You would destroy this revenue and the evils of intem
perance would still exist. Your people would have to bear the 
burdens of taxation in some other way. Are the people of New 
York State, where I understand they do not have a direct tax on 
property and their taxes are rai ed indirectly, willing to agree to a 
resolution that would sncrifice $17.000,000 of revenue for a theory, · 
and place that amount of taxes on the land of the people? That 
is the issue for the American people to consider. Why, I can 
illustrate that in my own State without in any way intending 
to reflect on the high morals and character of the people of the 
great State of Georgia. I wish to caB your attention to the fact 
that in Alabama we ha-re local county 'option. There are 9 
counties in which liquor is sold out of 67 counties. The · people 
of Alabama obtain a revenue of $585,645 from licenses in that 
State. In Georgia ' they have State-wide prohibition and no 
re-renue derived, and yet there is as much liquor drunk in the 
State of Georgia as iri the State of Alabama. 

THE CONFISCATIO OF PROPERTY WITHOUT JUST COMPE~SATION. 

Some of the advocates of this resolution laugh when it is 
suggested to them that should the Constitution of the U:1ited 
States be amended in this p~uticnlar it would confiscate millions 

. of dollars of property of law-abiding citizens. · Scorn may be 
the answer of the fanatic, but the just man will consider the 
facts. He will realize that n sentiment that may destroy his 
neighbor's property to-day may carry his own to the shambles 
to-morrow. 

In 1909 there was invested in the liquor industry of the 
Uuited States $771,516,000. At that time this industry -em
ployed 77,779 person·s, their annual wage amounting to $70,-
907,000 . . 

T·he following table shows the n.umber of persons engaged in 
the liquor ind11stry, the capital employed, and the salaries and 
wages paid in 1909: 

Distilled. 

Persons engaged in industry: 
Total .... _ . ___ .. _. _ . -~ _ . : ____ .. . . • . . . . . 8, 328 
Proprietors and firm members_ ... ... _ _ .. 5.63 
Salaried employees .... __ ._ . . _._._______ 1,335 
Wage earners (average numbe-r) ____ ___ . 6,430 

~;ri!~:::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: rg]~:~~e 

Liqt_IOfS. 

Malt. 

66,725 
639 

11,507 
54,579 

$671, 158, ()()() 
$22, 804, ()()() 
S41, 206, 000 

Vinous. 

2,726 
236 
579 

1,911 
'527' 908, 000 

863,000 
$972,000 

· For one I am not · prepared to say that when property is 
, q~1?troyed, if it is des.troyed for_ the public good, that the owne-r 
of that property should not receive just compensation, nor do 
I believe that the sentiment of the American people is i:q accord 
with the declarations we have heard from some · of the pro
ponents of this resolution fa-voring destruct-i-an ef property--with
out compensation by law. 

DOES PROIHBITIOS PROHIBIT AND PRODUCE TEMPERANCT.? 

It is contended _that prohibition produces temperance where 
it is on the statute books, but I find on an examination of the 
bulletins issued by the Bureau of the Census that the improved 
conditions which we may naturally expect to find in the lives of 
men and .women who practice real temperance are not fonnd 
to predominate in the States where prohibition laws have been 
oil the statute books for many yeai·s · as compared to those 
States where liquor is sold under a license system or where 
temperance laws are controlled by the sentiment of tile local 
communities . 

VIOLEXT DEATHS (EXCLUDING SUICIDE). 

Census Bulletin 112, on Mortality Statistics for 1911, at 
page 77, shows the death rate per 100,000 population from violent 
deaths, excluding_suicide, for certain cities in specified States. 

The census investigation in 1911 shows . that the average 
death rate by violence, exclusive of suicide, for cities investi
gated in 29 States in which liquor was lawfully sold was lower 
than that of. Kansas, -for many years a prohibition State. In 3 
it was higher. In G prohibition States investigated, Tennessee 
and West Virginia show a higher death rate than Kansas. 

The following table is compiled from Census Bulletin No. 
112, on mortality statistics for 1911, and shows the death rate 
per 100,000 population from violent deaths, excluding suicide, 
for certain ci-ties in specified States. 
Death ·rate per 100,000 population from violent deatl~s (excluding suicide). 

St~ote. 

Liquor-lJcense 
States having an 

average death rate- Prob.i
bition 
State;, 

Lower Higher (average). 
than than 

Kansas. · Kansas. 

~~:ii~§~~:::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::luou~l~ ::::::·:: ::: ~:; 
Alabama ... -·-·--···· ·-·-·--···············-··--··--- -·-·· 141.2 ...•.. .... 
California ........ ·······---··-·············-··- 99.2 ·--··-··-- .........• 
Colorado .... __ ... _., ...... _._._ ........... _ .... _ 79.0 _ .. . _. _. __ .. _ .. __ .. _ 
Connecticut. ___ . ___ . ___ ._ ........... : ... _ .. __ .__ 93. 1 ... _ .... __ . ___ . __ .. . 
Delaware ___ .. __ .. ____ .... _ ...... _ .......... , .. _ 76. 6 ..... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ .. . 
District of Columbia._ .. __ . __ ... _ ....... _._. ___ . 79.7 . __ . ___ . __ . _ .. _ ... _. 
Florida._. __________ . _ . _ .... _ ... _ .............. _ .. ____ . _ . . . 152. 7 ___ . __ .. __ 
Gl'Of!!ia.---- .. --.---- ... -- ..... -.....•.......... ---.---.-- ---- ... --. 120.0 
Tllinoi'> .... _ .. _. _. ___ . _. _. _. _ ................... _ 93. 3 __ . _. ____ . _ .. _. ____ _ 
Indiana . . ....... ············--·-·-······--···-·-- 91.1 .......... -·----·--· 
Kentucky ..... ·-···-···---··············-·····-- 113.1 ----·---·- ___ -: _____ _ 
Louisiana ........................ : .......... ____ 114.6 ··-·-·-·-- ·-·-------
Maine ... _._._ ..... _ ....... _ ... _ .... _ ... _.·--- ____ ... ______ . ______ . _ _ 98.3 
Maryland·---·-···-·····-······-·········-·····- 85.5 ··-·--··-· ---·-·--·· 
Ma.~sachusetts ... ------·-···········-······-----· 94 5 ---------- ····-·---· 

. Michigan ..... : ... -·-----·-- .... ·--·--. : .... ------ : .. 82.G ___ .. __ .. ____ . __ .. .. 
Minnesota. ·_·. __ ·-··- .. : .. ·--·-------~ --·-·- ... ___ .. _ 74.0 _. _ ... _ .. ____ ·-----. 
Missouri .. ___ . . _ ........... ______ .... _ .. ____ . _____ .. 102. 2 _ ... __ .... __ .... _ ..• 

Montana .. ·--···-·--·-·-·--·--···-· -- ···············--··-··-··- 126.2 ---··-·-·· - Nebraska_ .. _ .. __ ..... __ ........... , ............ _ . _ _ 88. 8 ______ .. _ _ _ __ . _ . _ . : . 
New Hampshire ............. '····-···- ~-·-·-···----· 110.2 - ···--··· '- ·-·--··--· New Jersey_ .. _ . . . . _ . _ . _ . ___ . _ . __ . _ .. _ ..... ___ . _ . . 96. 6 . ______ .. _ _ ___ . _ . _ .. 
New York ___ ......... ...... ···-·---··-·-·····------ 88.3 ___ .. ·---· _______ .. . 
North Carolina ..... ·-······----------············-----··---·-·-----·-····- 113.G Ohio. ___ .. _ .. ___ ._._. __ . _____ ... _ ...... _ ........... _ 103.4 . _ ......•.. __ . _. ___ . 

Oregon·------·····-······-·---··--··-·············-· 82.8 --·-······ ---------· 
Pennsylvania ................. ·-·---···-·-·-·-·---·- 105.8 ------·-·- -··-~· -·-· 
Rhode Island._····-·············-·---·-·-----··-.__ 87.2 ___ ·-·--·- ___ . _ ---·. 
South Carolina. __ ................ _ .... .-........ _____ 114.9 _______ . __ . _. __ . _. __ 
Tennessee. ___ . __ ................... _ ..... _ .. ___________ . _ .. ______ . __ . _ . _ 155. 4 
Texas .. ·---··--····-·····-···-··-·· -···--------·---· • 121.6 ----·-··-- ··-··--··-Utah ........................... ________________ ___ __ 85.7 .......... - -- ··--··· 
Vermont ... __ .. · .... · ................. ::_: ..... ___ . __ . 83.5 ........•. ___ . _. _. _. 

~~:~aiton::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~~J :::::::::: :::::::::: 
West Virginia .........•... : ......... ~: .... : ......... -·----·-·-·-·······- 159.G 
Wisconsin ..........•.............. _ ... _. : ......... _ ·76. 9 ___ ...... __ .. _____ .. 

SUICIDE. 

: -Bulletin 112 of the Bureau of the Census, on Mortality Sta
tistics for 1911, at page 77, shows the death rate from suicide 
·per 100,000 population for certain cities iii specified States. 
-· The table show.s that cities were investigated in 38 States. 
Twenty States show a lower average death rate from suicide 
:where liquor is lawful1y sold _than Kausas, _ Eleven sllow a 
higher death rate than Kansas. Of the prohibition States. 
West Virginia was the only one ·having a higher average rate 
than Kansas. · · 
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The following table is compiled from Census Bulletin No. 112, 
on Mortality Statistics for 1911, and shows the death rate from 
suicide per ·100,000 population for certain cities in specified 
States: 

D"eath •·ate tier 100~000 population from suicide. 

State. 

Liquor-license 
States having an 

average death rate- Prohi
bition 
States 

Lower Higher (average). 
than than 

Kansas. Kansas. 

------------..;._"------ ---------
Entire registration area............................. 16.2 .............••....• 
All registration cities in area.. • . . . . • • . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . 19. 3 ••••••••.•...••.•••• 
Registration cities in-

Kansas ... ·········-····························.................... 22.0 
Alabama....................................... 11.9 ..•.•...•..•......•• 
California....................................... . . . . . . . . . . 35. 2 •••••••.•• 
Colorado........................................ .......... 28.5 ••.•••••.• 
Connecticut.................................... 18. 9 ...•.......••••••••• 
Delaware....................................... 15.8 ..•.......•••••.•••• 
District of Columbi::t.... ... . . ... . .. .... .. .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26.1 .........• 

• Florida. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18. 0 . . • • • • . . . • . ..•.....• 

fn~r:!~::::: :::~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: -· ·--24:3 · ...... ~~:~ 
lllinois ...•.•....••..•.•••••••••.••.•.. :......... 21.7 ••••.••••••••••••••• 

~~~~---------::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ~ :::::::::: :::::::::: 
Maine ...... -~·-···········..................... .• •• •. . . . . ••• .•.•... 13.6 

~~Jl~~t"t.;•::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: g: i :::::::::: :::::::::: 
~f~~~t8::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ~ :::::::::: :::::::::: 

Missouri...................................................... 32.8 •••••••••• 
Montana...................................................... 49.3 ......... . 
Nebraska..................................................... 28.0 •••••••••• 

~:: ~i~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~!:g :::::::::: :::::::::: 
North Carolina.......................................................... 7.1 
Ohio................................................ 20.3 •••.•..•..•••••••••• 

~;sJ}:~~f :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ..... ~f f ::::: ;;: ~: :::::::::: 
South Carolina...................................... 5.1 .••.•.•••..••••....• 
Tennessee. . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16. 4 
Texas............................................... . . . . . . . . . . 29.2 •••••••••• 
Utah.......................................................... 34.0 •••••••••• 
Vermont............................................ 122.0 •••••..••••••••••••• 

~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~:::::~:::~:::::~:::::: ::::: :; : ;; ;;;~:~; ::::: ~:~ 
1 Same as Kansas. 

DIVORCE. 

Census Bulletin No. 96, on Marriage and Divorce, page 42, 
shows the annual average divorce rate per 100,000 married 
population, by States, in 1900. 

It shows that 27 States in which liquor is lawfully sold have 
a lower di'vorce rate than Kansas, and that 13 States in which 
liquor is lawfully sold have a higher rate. Oklahoma is the 
only prohibition State having a higher divorce rate than 
Kansas. 

Tl:e following table is compiled from Census BuJletin No. 96, 
on Marriage and Divorce, and shows the average annual di
vorce rate per 100,000 married population, by States: 

Annual divorce rate per 100,000 married population. 

State. 

Liquor-Hcenss 
States having an 
average divorce 

rote- Prohi
bition 
States 

Lower 
than 

Kansas. 

Higher (average). 
than 

Kansas. 

ContinentalUnitedStates.......................... 200 ==~== 
Kansas ................ : .....•...•••...•................................ · 286 
North .ft.-.i!antic division: _ - _ _ _ 

Mama .............. :................................................ 282 

~~~~~~~6:.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: n~ :::::::::::::::::::: 
Massachu.~etts.. ..........•.... .................. 124 .••...•....••••••••• 
Rhode Jc;lan.:l.. ...•.......•......•..••.......... 281 ..................•• 
Connecticut..................................... 130 ....•.•.•...•••••••• 

~!:Ji~ki~:::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::: !~ :::::::::: :::::::::: 
South Atllintio did~ion: 

~~'r:~d-. ······ ···············:::::::::::::::: 11~ :~:::::::: :::::::::: 

· i~~I"J"i·~~-~:~-~~~~~~~~~m~~~~l: ::::::ill: ·:m:~~~ _ -:~ ::~~:~ 

Annual di-vorce rate per 100,00(} married popula-tion--Continued. 

State. 

Liquor-license 
States having an 
average divorce 

rate- Prohi
bition 
States 

Lower 
than 

Kansas. 

Higher (average). 
than 

Kansas. 

North Central division: 
Ohio............................................ 231 .............•.....• 
Indiana......................................... ... ... . .. . 355 •••••••••• 
Dlinois. . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 267 • . • • • • • • • • • ••••••••• 

~~~~n1-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: rs~ :::::::::: :::::::::: 
Minnesota....................................... 161 ........•..........• 
Iowa............................................ 246 •••••••••••••••••••• 
Missouri. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 281 . . . . . . . . . . . ........ . 
North Dakota................................... . ... . . . .. . ... ....... 268 
South Dakota................................... 270 •••••••••••••••....• 
Nebraska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • • • . • . • • . . . . • . . . . . . . 226 ••••••••••••••••••.• 

South Central division: 
Kentuckry-................•.... :................. 237 ..•••••••••••••....• 
Tennessee.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 261 

~~=:pr.·.: ·.: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ...... ~- :::::::::: ....... 225 
Louisiana.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . . . . 127 . . . . . . . . . . . ........ . 
Arkansas......... . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . . . • . • • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 399 ......... . 

~~~o~~r:~~r-~: :::::: :::~: :::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: ...... ~~- · · · · · · · 346 
Texas........................................... .......... 391 

Western division: 
Montana............................... . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 497 
Idaho..................................................... 347 

~1!=~::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: !~ ·········· 
New Mexico.................................... 193 ................... . 
Arizona......................................... . . . . . . . . . . 344 •••••••••• 
Utah............................................. 274 ................... . 
Nevada................................................... 315 

8~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ·:::::::::: ~ 
DIVORCE BECAUSE 011' DRUNKENNESS. 

Census Bulletin No. 96, on Marriage and Divorce, page 47, 
shows the number of divorces granted to wives because of the 
drunkenness of the husband. 

This table shows that during the period from 1887 to 1906 
there were 33,080 divorces granted to wives because of their 
hu bands' drunkenness. During this time the State of Kansas 
granted more divorces on account of the drunkenness of the 
husband than 25 States in which liquor was lawfully sold. 
Uaine was the only prohibition State granting more diYorces 
for drunkenness of the busband than Kansas. 

The following table is compiled from Census Bulletin No. 96, 
on Marriage and Divorce, and shows the number of diYorces 
granted from 1887 to 1906 to wives because of the drunkenness 
of the husband, by States: 
Divorces, 1881 to 1906, granted to toives because of tluJ drunkenness of tlHJ 

husband, by States. ·, 

State. 

Liquor-license 
States having a 
, divorce rate-

Less than More than 
Kansas. Kansas. 

Prohibi· 
tion 

States 
(num
ber) •• 

Kansas................................................................. 630 
North Atlantic division: 

~;~~~~~~-:-~:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~ ::: :~;~;i: ::::: ~:;~~ 
Rhode Island................................... I ...................• 
Connecticut..................................... .......... 1, 279 .••••••••• 
New York...................................... 3 .................••• 

SouB~~;?~c::~:~-::::::-:::::::::::::::::::::: . ~ :::: : ::::: :::::::::: 
West Virginia. . . . . . . . • • . • • • . . • • . • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • . . . • • • . • . . . . . . . . • • • . . 13 
North Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 

~~ri'fl:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ...... i66" :::::::::: ..... --~~~ 
North Central division: 

Ohio...................................................... 2,536 ....•••••• 
Indiana......................................... .... ... ... 2,822 ········-
illinois.......................................... . . . . . . . . . . 7, 99:i ...••••••• 

~~~ill·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ...... ~~ ....... 652. :::::::::: 
=-~~~---:::::: :~::::::::::::::::::::: :-::::::: ...... ~~~ ..... 2; 7i9-" : ~:::::: :: 
~~~a.k~ta-::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: .... ~:~~ ......... 77 
South Dakota................................... 133 .••..••••...•.•••••• 
Nebraska....................................... 569 ...................• 

South Central division: 

~;:_~;s~:::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: ...... ~~~- · ···· ··447 
~s!'~i;j,l:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ...... ~~- :::::::::: ....... 2i8 
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Divorces, 1887 to 1906, grantea to wives, etc.-Continued. 

State. 

Liquor-lioonse 
States having a 
divorce rate-

Prohi
bition 
States 

Less than More than (number). 
Kansas. Kansas. 

-------------------1---- --------
South Central division-Continued. 

Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 130 . . . . . . . . . . . ........ . 
.Arkansas.... . ................................... m ·········· ......... . 
~k~~~~~~~r-~:::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: ..... . ~~- :::::::::: ······ ·i6i 
Texas............ .................... .. ......... 148 .... •••••....•.....• 

Western division: · 
?!fontana........................................ 115 ................... . 
Idaho........................................... 70 ................... . 

roro~~~~::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ :::::::::: :::::::::: 
~~~o~~i~--- ~:: ~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ :::::::::::::::::::: 
Utah.. .......................................... 83 ................... . 
Nevada. ..... ....... ............. . .............. 20 .. .....••...•..••..• 
Washington....... . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . t66 ......••..•. .•.....• 

g:mg~ia : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ...... ~~~- · · · · · · 768. :::::::::: 

SAVlNG!_>. 

The :mnual report of the Secretary of the Treasury for . the 
· fiscal year ended June 30, 1913, at page 460, shows the report 
of the Comptroller of the Currency with regard to the average 
sa ,·ing of each depositor in the savings banks of the United 
States in 1913. 

This report shows that in 27 States in which liquor is law
fully sold the average saving per depositor is higher than that 
of the average depositor in Kansas. In 9 States where liquor is 
lawfully sold the average saving is lower than in Kansas. · Four 
prohibition States show a higher aYerage than Kansas ancl 4 a 
lower average. 

The following table . shows the average savings for each de
positor in the savings banks of the United States, by States. 
in 1913: 
A,;e1·age savings tor eacla depositor in the savin.Qs battks of the United 

States, by States, in 1913. 

L i q u o r-1 ic en se 
States having an Prohibi-
average saving tion 

State. 
per depositor- States 

1-------1 (average 
Lower 
than 

Kansas. 

Higher 
than 

Kansas. 

saving 
per de

positor). 

-------------------1~--- --------
Average in United States ...... . ..................... ·... ...... t439. 07 ......... . 
Kansas............................................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $231. 6:! 
New England States: - · · 

Maine ............................................. ' .............. -.. . 
New Hampshire ....... . ......... : ........................ 468.18 
Vermont........................................ . . . . . . . . . . 431. 05 
Mass:1chusetts.................................. .......... 382.88 
) bode Island ................................... _ . . . . . . . . . . 544. 93 
Connecticut.......... .......... . ............ .... . . . . . . . . . . 497. 02 

Etstern States: 
New ·York ................................... :.. ..... ... . . 54.5.90· ... ...... . 

~;:n~~i;%13::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: ~: f~ :::::::::: 
Delaware.. ..... ... ............. .......... ...... . ... . .. . . . 338.60 ......... . 
Maryland. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 383. 85 ......... . 
District of Columbia............................ $160.20 ........•..........• 

Eouthern States: 
Virginia ............... .. ........ ...... ...... ..... , . . . . . . . ~72. 77 .. . .. . ... . 
West Virginia................................ .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168. 01 
North Carolina.................................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171.56 
South Carolina.................................. . . .. . . ... . 278.75 ... . ..... . 
Georgia............................................................. 239.54 
Florida.......................... . .............. 214.39 ................... . 

~~~~: -:-:-:-:-::::::::::::::::::::-::-::::-:-:-:-: ~ ~ -: ... i:: ~. :::::::::: :: : : ~~: ~~ 
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 200. 78 ................... . 
Kentnph.-y....................................... 140.18 ............. . ..... . 
Tennessee........................................ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 262. 27 

Middle Western States: 
Ohio ...... ....... ... ....................... : ............. . 

~jY~t~:_:_::::::::: .:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: 
Minnesota ............................... . ............... . 
Iowa ..................................................... . 

Western Statt>s: 

356.78 
388.01 
443.36 
327.98 
266.98 
356.65 

North Dakota.................................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 207.15 
Nebraska....................................... 155.32 ................... . 
Montana........................................ . . . . . . . . . . 522.97 ...... ... . 

6~1~r=~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: ~: ~~ ::::.:::::: 
New Mexico.................................... 206.55 ................... . 
Oklahoma.......................................................... 152.83 · 

Pacific States: 
Washington.............................................. 372.20 .........• 
Oregon. .. ................................................ 364.12 ... ...... . 
Calliornia.. . .................................... ... . ...... 523.48 ......•..• 
Idaho ............................... :...... ... .. 179.47 ............ ....... : 
Utah............................................ . . . . . . . . . . 265. 29 

~:i~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::~::::::: ~~:~ ::::-:::::: 

CHURCH MEMBEBSHlP. 

Census Bulletin No. 103, on Religious Bodies, 1906, at page 40, 
shows the relation of church membership to the population in 
1906 by States. 

The religious-body investigation of 1906 shows the following 
interesting facts: That out of 49 State investigations only 4 
States had a lowe!· church membership in proportion to the 
population than Kansas. 'rwo of these States-Wyoming and 
Oregon-were States in which liquor was· sold and two pro
hibition States-West Virginia and Oklahoma. Thirty-eight 
States in which liquor is lawfully sold had a larger percentage 
church membership than Kansas. 

The following table shows the relationship of church member
ship to the population in 1906 by States: 
Percentage ot chttrch membe1·ship to total population in 1906, by States. 

Liquor-license 
States having a 
percentagechurch rrohibi-
membership- tion 

State. States 
(percent-

Lower Higher age). 
than than 

Kansas. Kansas. 

Continental Cnited States........................... . . . . . . . . . . 39.1 
Kansas.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28. 4 
North Atlantic Ditision: 

Maine............................................................... 29.8 
New Hampshire. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44. 0 
Vermont..... . .................................. . . .. . . . . . . 42.0 
Massachusetts.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51. 3 
Rhode L<>land ....................... . ..... _..... . . . . . . . . . . 54. 0 
Connecticut..................................... . . . . . . . . . . 50. o 
New York .. ~.............................................. 43.7 
New Jersey............................................... 39.0 
Pennsylvania ..... .............. _............... . . . . . . . . . . 43.0 

South Atlantic Division: 
Delaware_.... . .................................. . . . . . . . . . . 36.6 
Maryland................................................. 37.1 
District of Columbia............................ . . . . . . . . . . 44.4 
Virginia .... : .................................... . . . . . . . . . . 40.2 
West Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28. o 
North Carolina.................................. . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 40.0 
South Carolina.................................. . . . . . . . . . . 45.8 ..... .••.• 
Georgia......................................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42.1 
Florida ........ , .................. . ........ .. ............. 35.2 

North Central Division: 
Ohio.... . ....................................... . ......... 39.3 
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34. 6 
Tilinois... .. ...... ......... . ...... ... ...... .... ... ....... ... 38.3 

w~~~ill·::: .-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: !~: g 
Minnesota................................................ 41.2 

~~~tirf.·.·: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: ~t~ 
North Dakota................................... . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . 34.3 
South Dakota .................... : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34. R ... .•.. .•• 
Nebraska................................................. 32.4 .. .. . ....• 

South Central Division: 
Kentucky .... : .............. : ............................. 37.0 ......... . 
Tennessee .................................... : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32.1 
Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40. 8 ..•......• 

=:;r~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::: ~ ::: ·····so: 6 · ... ... ~~~ ~ 
Arkansas .... .._ ........... ......... ............. .. · .......... 30.0 ......... . 
Oklahoma·................................... .. ............ ......... 18.2 
Texas .... :....... ................ ...... ......... .. ........ 34.7 

Western Division: 
Montana........................................ . . . . . ... . . 32.6 .... ." ...•• 
Idaho .... .. ......................... ..... ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . 36.3 .........• 

~lo0~~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .••.• ~~~ ~. ·• · · · 3i 4" · · · ·· · · ·· · 
New Mexico........................................ .. .... 63.3 
.Arizona......................................... . .. . ...... 31.3 
Utah...................................................... 54.6 
Ne\-ada. ...................................... .. .......... 35. 3 

~m::a~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::~:~: -----:~::- :::::::::: 
THE SOLUTION OF THE lSSUE. 

In conclusion, let me say that this is not a question of tem
perance; it is not a moral question; it is merely a question as 
to whether you are going to substitute for the authority of your 
State to enforce its laws against your own people the authority 
of the Federal Government, that may or may not be in sym
pathy with the sentiment, the character, ·and the history of 
your people. [Applause.] In my judgment, there is but one 
way to work this question out, and that is by education sus
tained by local laws. The one Government in the world most 
without prohibition laws is the Empire of Germany. There has 
been a greater growth of temperance societies in Germany than 
in. our own country where we have more prohibition statutes 
than any other civilized land. 

Let our judgment be guided by the light of experience, and 
we have had much experience in attempting to secure temper
ance by prohibition legislation. That experience has proved 
that, as a rule, the smaller the unit of local option the more 

I 
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effectively bas the sale of liquor been · prevented and the great- or for a price put the bottle to a neigboor " and make him 
est progress to complete sobriety obtained. drunken also." [Applause.] 
. Let us not forget that every law intended to regulate the sale Mr. WEBB. :Mr .. Speaker, I yield one minute to the gentle-
of liquor is a farce when it does not embody the sentiment of man from New York [Mr. GOULDEN]. 
the community in which it is to be enforced. It is a breeder Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Speaker, the question under considera
of fraud and corruption and of contempt for constituted au- t~on ~s one of paramount importance to the Nation. It is a dis
thority. tJ?~tive departure fro~ the well-established practices and tra-

The SPEAKER. Too gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. d1tions of our Republic. The matter of amendinO' that sacred 
WEBB] is recognized for one hour. .instrument, the Constitution of the United States, has been 

Mr. UNDERWOOD.- Mr. Speaker, under an .arrangement very charily done since Its adoption a century and a quarter 
made with the gentleJilan from Illinois, I yield him the re- ago. But 17 amendments so far have been added. The States 
mainder of my time-20 minutes. have the au-thority -and power to regulate their own internal 

Mr. MANN. And I reserve that time. affairs. 'I'he 1iquor traffic is one of those that interests the 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [1\Ir. UNDER- people .Perhaps as much as any other, and they are or should 

wooo] ,yields 20 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. be entirely competent to settle this vexed question to their 
,MANN], and the gentleman from Illinois reserves _that time. satisfaction. 
The gentleman from North Carolina [1\Ir. WEBB] is recognized I regard this attempt as a direct invasion of the rights of 
for one hour. the St~t~s, and if for no ·otber reason I would vote against the 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from pr?positi?n. But ~ere are other reasons that actuate me on 
Illinois [1\Ir. THoMsoN]. th1~ ~ubJect. While I cheerfully voted for the rule, always 

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to have read in my ~ehev~ng in the fullest a?d freest discussion of every subject 
time an amendment which I propose to offer. Add at the end m whi.ch the pe~ple are mterested! I yield to no man in Con
of the second section the following: gress m my desue to do everything to benefit the people of 

The SPEAKER. The amendment will be read· for informa- thet country and improve their condition everywhere, and if I 
tion. fel that national prohibition would better accomplish these 

The Clerk read as follows: resul~s my vote w~uld gladly and willingly be cast for it. 
Add at the end of the second section the following: "But there is 

reserved to each State the exclusive power to regulate, control, or 
prohibit within its territorial boundaries the use' or the manufacture 
or conveying into or out of such terl'ltorial boundaries of intoxicating 
liquors for use for all purposes other than as a beverage." 

Mr. ADAMSON. Mi'. Speaker, ]n some remarks last Friday 
I referred to the fact that the liquor men had urged the rule 
in this case because they beli~ed they could defeat the resolu
tion at this time, and ·I also stated my attitude as opposing the 
resolution, giving my reasons therefor. Those reasons appear 
to me to be sound -and my conclusions correct. Standing alone, 
my position would be satisfactory to me. Certain considera
'tions, however, fall far short of .gratifying to me. For instance, 
very few o'f the many persons ·who have congratulated me on 
my position have based their concurrence on the same reasons 
which control my views, but on considerations which I can not 
approve at all nor base a vote, upon. _I disapprove the resolu
tion because I fear its adoption would result in nullifying the 
}Jrohibition ' we have already secured, while those who urge 
us to oppose it express appr~hension that its adoption would 
extend prohibition throughout the Union; and they set up the 
vested rights of makers and sellers of whisky, deprecating the 
proposed destruction of the moneyed interest of liquor establish
ments as if the gains of rum sellers could justify and com
pensate for blasted homes, unhappy wives, -debauched sons, and 
ruined human souls. I fear that the adoption of this amend
ment will supplant local prohibition already .secured and will 
be less effective than State control, but I find myself supported 
by so few in nursing those ·fears it makes me lonesome and 
leads me to doubt the validity of my fears. I have concluded 
that less than two score of my colleagues who oppose this 
resolution sympathize with my view far enough to base their 
opposition on it. That is the only reason that appeals to me 
to oppose the resolution, and that reason is not fundamental. 
It is such a one as I may be mistaken about. There is an..other 
thing not at all to my taste. All must have noticed -that the 
press and the public regard this as a fight between the "wets" 
and the " drys,'' and the " wets" are aTready exulting in 
anticipation of victory. If that is really the line~up and the 
"wets" are to be proclaimed as triumphant I do not care to be 
one of the victors. I am conscfentionsly opposed to barrooms 
and social drinking as a beverage and am unwilling to be 
advertised as having voted to secure a victory in behalf of their 
continuance to curse the world. -

My State has State-wide prohibition; all but seven or eight 
counties have enjoyed prohibition for many years, vastly to the 
advancement of sobriety, morality, education, observance ot 
law, prosperity, and happiness. Four-fifths of the people of my 

l State and the district I represent favor prohibition and oppose 
barrooms and social drinking. The proposed amendment pre
sents a question of method and efficacy. I do not believe the 
amendment wise rior well drawn, nor calculated to produce the 
results desired by its supporters, but if I vote for it and make 
a mistake, that mistake is approved and shared by my people, 
and it will be made iu the direction and with the intention of 
supporting and spreading prohibition rather than fostering and 
making drunkards, poverty, misery, and crime, and in case of 
doubt it is far prefe~able in every way to stand witll the sober, 
the orderly, and righteous rather than those who get ·drunk, 

Bemg a :firm believer in temperance, not only as to liquors 
but in everything else, both in practice and in theory, and an 
advocate of local and State self-government, I can not support 
the proposed measure. I trust that it will be defeated and that 
the States, counties, and municipalities will take warning from 
this agitatlon, world-wide in its character, and adopt sane 
proper laws for the enforcement of decency and order in the sell
ing of liquor. 

In my travels throughout this countr;y- and in Europe it has 
been my observation that prohibition . without a strong public 
sentiment behind it is not only a failure but a positive injury to 
the people of the community. The creation of a public senti
ment against the immoderate use of stimulants and its indis
criminate sale without rigid legal enactments -on the part of 
the States is the only safeguard against drunkenness and the 
other evils of intemperance. 

I shall not in the few minutes allotted me go into the ques
tion of revenue or -the interference with the personal and social 
habits of the people, but content myself with voting against the 
proposition that the Federal Government shall interfere with 
the rights of the States in the regulation of their own affairs. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield -four minutes to the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. RuCKER]. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speak-er, I also yi2ld to the gentleman 
from Missouri one minute. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. RuCKER] 
is recognized for five minutes. _ 

[.Mr. RUCKER addressed the House. See Appendix.] 
Mr. TALCOT'I' of New Y-ork. Mr. -Speaker, Congress has en

acted legislation the purpose o·f which is to give to the States 
.control of the liquor traffic. In the first instance, it was :asserted 
that as State laws in relation to the liquor traffic did not apply 
to original packages in interstate commerce, enforcement of the 
laws was ineffective. So the act of August 8, 1890, generally re
ferred to as the Wilson law, was passed, by which intoxicating 
liquors upon arrival in a State become subject to the operation 
and effect of the laws of such State enacted in the exercise of 
its police powers to the same extent and in the same manner 
as though such liquors had been produced in such State and are 
not exempt therefrom by reason of being introduced in original 
packages. This law enlarged the power of the States over liq
uor in interstate commerce, and the words " arrival in the 
State'' were construed by the courts to mean delivery to the 
consignee. It was then argued that to be completely effective 
State laws should ·become operative as soon as the commodity 
entered the State. While there has been difference of opinion 
in relation to the power of Congress to withdraw protection of 
the rules of interstate· commerce from a commodity in course of -
transportation, still the act was passed known as the Webb law, 
which took effect March 1, 1913, and provides that the shipment 
or transportation of intoxicating liquor from one State into 
another, to be received, possessed, or sold, or in any mann-er 
used, either in the original package or otherwise, in violation of 
any law of such State, is prohibited. If the constitutionality of 
the Webb law is sustained, each State has complete control not 
only of the liquor manufactured within its own borders, but 
complete control of liquor imported into it from other States and 
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from foreign countries. The object of the legislation enacted by 
Congress has been to grant to each State such authority over 
in.terstate commerce as is necessary for the complete exercise of 
the police power of the State over traffic in intoxicating liquors. 
This joint resolution has a wholly different object. It seeks 
for the first time to vest the police power in the Federal Govern
ment by prohibiting the manufacture and sale of intoxicating 
liquors everywhere throughout the United States and its pos
sessions. 

If, as has been stated, complete power is vested in each State 
to deal with the liquor traffic, it is plain that, without any 
change in the Federal Constitution, the power now exists to 
terminate the manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquor in 
any State when the exercise of that power is deemed necessary 
or desirable by the people. This joint resolution is not pressed. 
because there is- not power now in the States to control the 
matter, but it is pressed because some of the States do not see 
fit to exercise that power in the manner provided by this joint 
resolution. While in one breath we are told of the triumphs 
achieved in some States by the free use of the ballot, with the 
very next we are told that tlie joint resolution is necessary to 
enforce prohibition in other States, regardless of the wishes of 
their citizens. Indeed.. the chief issue presented by this joint 
resolution is not in relation to prohibition of the liquor traffic. 
The chief issue it presents is in relation to increased centraliza
tion of power in the Federal Government. The danger of cen
tralization is not imaginary. It lias been dwelt on by those 
who established and by those who have maintained the Govern
ment. It is difficult to see how a longer step in centralization 
can be taken than by vesting in the- Fedm·al Government the 
exercise of the police power. The Federal Government was not 
organized with that purpose in view. It has neither judicial nor 
administrative machinery for it. It is a power outside the scope 
and purpose of the Federal Government. The liquor traffic is 
conti·olled by the· exercise of the police power, and the police 
power is the most important of the powers reserved to: the 
States. The State g.overnments have' been organiz-ed with this 
power in view, and their courts and administratiYe systems have 
been established so that the power can be exercised in a manner 
consistent with the personal liberty of the citizen. The question 
can be left to the people or each State to decide for- itself. 
That is the only way it can be decided in accordance with the. 
fundamental principles upon which the Republic is based. It iS 
not a question of State rights. It is broader and deeper. Should 
the purpose of this resolution prevail, we can not hope to main
tain the integrity of our constitutional system. 

l\1r. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
. man from Texas [Mr. GARRETT]. 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. :Mr. Speal\:er and gentlemen of the 
House of Representatives, of all the days that have come and 
gone in the history of this House. none will mark a greater 
epoch in its history than this day through which we are now 
passing. This is true because of the great question that is now 
up for consideration:. · 

I want in: the few minutes allotted to me to speak briefly 
concerning some of the things that have been said during this 
di cussion and to give some of the reasons which impel me to 
support thi~ resolution. In the outset I want to announce this 
principle that I favor every law in my State or in my Nati.on 
that will make it as. easy as possible for men to do right and as 
hard as possible for men. to do wrong. [Applause.] 

1\Ir. Speaker, when we listen to the lamentations of those who 
are opposing the submission of the proposed amendment to our 
National Constitution, one would think that Congress was at
tempting to pass nation-wide prohibition of the liq11or traffic by 
statutory enactment or was attempting to pass a law abolishing 
all State lines. Let me say to my much-disturbed friends, .. Let 
not your souls be thus troubled." There is nothing being done 
or attempted here out of the ordinary whatever. We are simply 
proposing an amendment to the Federal Constitution, to be 
submitted to all the States, and to become a law when ratified 
by a majority of three-fourths of the States of this Union. 
And let me remind you we are proceeding in exactly the way 
and manner pointed out by our forefathers, who made and be
queathed to us that much-beloved document. The· language of 
the amendment to be submitted, as agreed on by its friends, is
plain and to the point. It ts as follows' 

ARTICLE-. 

SECTION 1. The sale, manufacture for sale, transportation for saie, 
importation for sale of intoxicating liquor for beverage purposes in the 
United States and all territory subject to the jurisdiction thereof and 
exportation for sale thereof are forever prohibited·. 

SEC. 2. The Congress or the States shall have powe1· independently 
or concurrently to enforce this article by all needful legislation. · 

Mr. Speaker, section 2 of the proposed amendment absolutely 
resenes· to all the States a,ll the police power they now have 

to prohibit the manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquors 
and -leaves them free to act independently of or concurrently 
with the Congress of the United States in the enactment of all 
needful legislation for the enforcement of section l of the pro~ 
posed article of amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I want now to speak briefly of the · question of 
State rights or State sovereignty as the same" affects the ques
tion now before us, which, I think, have been somewhat clouded 
during this argument. 

Gentlemen, whenever any State in this Union undertakes to 
deal with the liqui>r traffic it has but two rights and only two. 
One is the right to peTmit the manufacture and sale-or regu
lation-of the traffic, and the other . is the right to absolute1y 
prohibit the manufacture and sale of all intoxicating liquors 
within its conftnes. · 

In my State I have voted for, spent my time and means advo
cating, State-wide prohibition by constitutional amendment, 
thereby trying to persuade my people to surrender the right 
of that Commonwealth to permit the manufacture and sale of 
intoxicating liquors. The States being fully protected in all 
their reserved rights to prohibit the manufacture and sale of
intoxicating liquors, as provided in section 2 of the amendment. 
the question of " State rights" does not bother me, because I am 
more than willing for the State of Texas to surrender the right 
to manufacture and sell alcoholic liquors for beverage purposes. 
And if I am willing for that right to be surrendered in my 
State, :r, as a: representative of all the people of Texas, cer
tainly ought to be willing for the prohibitionists and antipro
hibitionists of my State to have an equal oppertunity with all 
the other- States to say through their legislatures whether or 
not they are willing for this right to be surrendered. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to no man in his devotion to the doctrine 
of State rights. Sir~. Jet me_ remind you that I come from that 
stock of American ancestry which has ever held sacred and 
dear that great doctrine. I am the son of a father who offered 
three of his own precious boys as a living sacrifice upon the 
alter of his native southland in defense of the sovereign rights· 
of the Confederate States. My father was a native ·virginian, 
my mother- a: southel"n Kentnrkian ; I was born in old Tennes
see, and went to the: great Empire State of Texas of my own 
choosing-because I wanted to, live in the greatest and biggest 
State in the Union. · [Applause.] I resent the charge that we 
who favor the submission of this amendment to the States for 
their adoption or rejection are attempting to surrender to the 
Federal Government the reserved powers of the States. I am 
now and have always been a firm believer in the autonomy of 
the States. I do now and have always opposed Federal inter
fei·ence with the -States in the enactment and enforcement of 
laws for the general welfare of their people. And I here and 
now challenge the opponents of this resolution to show wherein 
any State of this Union would be deprived of any right it now 
has save and except the one right to permit" the manufacture 
and sale of alcolwlic liquoJ:s. 

If any man upon this floor is desirous of having his State 
retain the right to permit the manufacture and sale of intoX1-
cating liquors, let him so vote and speak. As .for myself, l am 
willing that such right shall pass forever and forever. 

l\Ir. Speaker, the argument has been advanced here that this 
amendment should not be submitted because in the event of its 
adoption a great deal of personal property would be confiscated. 

The gentlemen who make that argument seem to have for
gotten some very important history in connection with other 
amendments to the Constitution that have been adopted in the 
past and their effect upon personal property and the rights of 
the States. 

Why, sirs, back yonder before my eyes ever beheld the dawn 
of· day the thirteenth amendment to the Federal Constitution 
was submitted and ratified, and it took away from my peop1e 
and my country, without compensation, over $4,000,000.000 of 
personal property, to say nothing of the thousands and tens of 
thousands of lives of the very flower of our southern manhood 
and the multiplied millions and millions of dollars of other 
property that was swept aw-ay by a cruel and unnecessary war 
that preceded its adoption. 

Do not misunderstand me, gentlemen. 1' do not refer to that 
dark period in the history of my people of the Southland and of 
this Republic in a vindictive or revengeful spirit. Far be it 
from me, for I doubt if any man deplores more than myself 
that the institution of human slavery ever existed in this coun
try. My one deep and lasting regret is that the statesmen of 
that time did not find some other and better way to settle the 
question than an appeal to arms; and the only reason that I 
refer to that ques-tion now is to remind the opponents of this 
resolution that there came a time in the history of this Republic 
when a majority of the people, yea, a three-fourths majority · . 
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of the then States of this Union, de~lared that human slavery 
was a great national moral wrong; that it bad no right to exist 
anywhere in the United States; and abolished it. And hear 
me to-day, gentlemen, for I declare unto you a truth, as it has 
been with human slavery, so shall it be with alcoholic liquors. 
And yet when we people of · the South are willing to join you 
people from the North to destroy the liquor traffic in the United 
States, you fellows hollo out to us about State rights and the 
preservation of property. [Applause and laughter.] 

There is not a man engaged in the manufacture and sale of 
liquor to-day who has not voluntarily gone into the business 
with the absolute knowledge that the very State in which he 
is carrying on the business reserves to itself the right by legis
lative or constitutional enactment to destroy his business any day 
it sees fit and pay him nothing: A man has no property right in 
an unlawful business, and the moment that this Government or 
any State says that whisky and beer and intoxicating liquors of 
all kinds shall no longer be manufactured or sold because of their 
contaminating influence upon the morals, health, and happiness of 
mankind, that moment whatever property right which they may 
have had in the business is gone, and they must pocket their loss 
just as our fathers had to pocket theirs when you took their 
niggers away from them. [Applause and laughter.] That is 
all there is to it. 

Now, 1\fr. Speaker, in the few moments that I have left I 
wish to give a few reasons why I am against the liquor traffic. 
First, however, I want to put this proposition to every 1\fember 
upon the floor of this House to-day: I want you to rise in your 
places and tell me one good thing that intoxicating liquor has 
ever done for mankind, and I will pause for a reply. Name it. 
Name me just one thin6 that the saloons of this country ever 
did to make the world brighter and better. 

· 1\fr. Speaker, I am now and expect to remain unalterably 
opposed to the traffic in intoxicating liquors. I regard the 
saloon as the one great enemy of the home, the church, the 
school, and the State, and in my opinion it has no proper place 
in our civilization. I am opposed to it because of the misery, 
suffering, and privation it has brought to the human race. 
Sirs, there is scarcely a home in all our land that bas not felt, 
directly or indirectly, the cruel hand of this great destroyer of 
human happiness. It is no respecter of persons. It will enter 
the home of the high or low and will destroy the first born and 
then scorn the lamentations of a kind father and devoted mother 
who ever mourn the loss of their loved one. Its unfortunate 
victims fill our jails, penitentiaries, and asylums for the insane. 

It enters the sanctity of the home and destroys the sacred 
relation of husband and wife, parent and child. 

It causes the sins of the father to be visited upon his chil
dren ev.en unto the third and fourth generations. 

It disregards the laws of God and man. 
It has repeatedly invaded local territory where the people 

by their solemn votes have declared its sale unlawful, the.reby 
utterly disregarding the doctrine of local self-government. 

It refuses to be regulated; therefore it must be destroyed. 
Mr. Speaker, those who fail to see the end of the liquor 

traffic in this country belong to that -class of people who, having 
eyes, they see not. They fail to recognize the great forces in 
this land of ours that will no longer strike bands with the 
saloon. 

Why, sirs, the great religious, moral, bE-nevolent, and com
mercial organizations of this country have almost, without ex
ception, closed their doors in the face of the liquor traffic. Do 
you know of a single banking institution, life insurance com
pany, railroad company, manufacturing company, industrial 
corporation, mercantile company, college, or .common school that 
will employ a young man who is a habitual user of strong 
drink? Why? I will tell you. It is because experience in the 
business world has demonstrated beyond question that men 
who are given to the habitual use of strong drink oftentimes 
go wrong when least expected. Why is it that such benevolent 
orders as the Independent Order of Odd Fellows, Knights of 
Pythias, Woodmen of the World, and many others I might men
tion have all closed their doors in the face cf the saloon? 'The 
answer is easy. .A.ll of these benevolent orders of brotherhood 
are founded upon the eternal principles of love, friendship, 
truth, and charity, and the chain of brotherhood that binds 
them together is forged from these mighty links. Their missioll 
in the world is one of mutual helpfulness. They care for their 
sick, bury their dead, and provide for the widows and orphans 
of their brethren. 'The saloon makes too many widows and 
orphans, therefore it has no place with them. 

Mr. Speaker, for many years a great number of our good peo
ple have opposed precinct, county, ~nd State-wide prohibition 
npon the ground that as long as th~ ~ationaJ Government per
mitted the manufacture and sale ot alcoholic liquors and per-

mitted them to be shipped from one State to another under the 
interstate-commerce clause of the Federal Constitution it would 
be impossible to ever have effective local prohibition of any 
kind. 

The proposed amendment fully meets this objection. It goes 
to the very fountainhead of the trouble. If submitted and rati
fied, it puts an end to the manufacture and sale of intoxicating 
liquors for beverage purposes in the United States for all time. 

Yet I am told that I should vote against this amendment, 
because my country will be filled with " blind tigers •• and the 
nigger cabins will be full of it all over the country. My God, 
that is not what I am afraid of for my boy. I am not afraid 
that a "blind tiger" or a speak-easy nigger cabin will ever get 
him; but what I a.m afraid of for him and for myself are those 
tigers that have glittering and glaring eyes that shine out upon 
every prominent corner that you find in your cities and nre 
recognized by law. Those are the ones I am afraid of, those 
tigers that can see, not those that are blind. [Appian e.] 

You argue here about the brothels and the low dives. Does 
not this Government issue a. license to the very lowest of them? 
Why denounce them so vehemently? Are not all these but the 
degenerate children of the liquor traffic? If they exist, as you 
contend, that fact alone is conclusive proof that the liquor 
traffic should be destroyed. 1\Iy dear sirs, I say to you that 
those are the places where the poor unfortun::J_te victim of the 
liquor traffic finds his end. The beginning is in the so-called 
high-class beer gardens and saloons, with mahogany furniture, 
where nice little drinks are fixed up with all sorts of fruits 
floating around in them. [Applause.] There is where the boy 
or young man first gets the appetite for it, and when that appe
tite is once formed and he becomes a confirmed drunkard and 
his body all poisoned, money, friends, and his usefulness all 
gone, he is kicked out of the high-class saloon. Should he. per
chance, pause to look back over the rough, bard path of a mis
spent life, it is sadly true that you may doubtless find him 
hanging around the doggery. God speed the day when we may 
have a saloonless Nation, forever at peace with itself, the world, 
and all mankind. [Prolonged applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired. 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. THOMSON). 

The SPEAKER The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. THoM
soN] is recognized. 

Mr. THOMSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I shall vote for the 
adoption of the pending resolution. Whenever a public-policy 
question of this kind comes before Congress we never fail to 
witness a tremendous rattling of the old dry bones of State 
rights. The present occasion bas proven no exception to that 
rule. I doubt not that there are still abroad in the land numer
ous devotees of that old mossback doch·ine who really believe 
all they tell us about it, and some are with us to-day. I al o 
know, as you all do, that there are many who raise this poor 
overworked skeleton, in an atten:.pt to scare everybody, when-

·ever a question arises which they feel can not be met succe s
fully with any legitimate argument. On every such occnsion 
•they hypocritically raise their hands and eyes to Heaven and 
implore us here in Congress not to do violence to the sacred 
rights reserved by the several States to themselves. 

What is the Federal Government but the creature of the 
States, brought into being by them after they themselves bad 
become established, and by the States given certain prescribed 
functions as laid down in the Federal Constitution? A com·en
tion of the representatives of the States adopted the Constitu
tion, setting forth, among other things, the powers of the Fed
eral Government. That Constitution as thus adopted by the 
convention was duly ratified by the States themselves. 

Mindful of the fact that as the States increased in number 
and developed with the passing of the years, it might prove de
sirable to change the provisions of the Constitution or a.dcl to 
them, the original States in framing the Constitution laid 
down the manner in which it could be amended. Accordina- to 
Article V of the Constitution it may be amendefl in one of two 
ways, and the resolution now before us submits an amendment 
to the Constitution according to the first of those two ways, as 
thus set forth "in that article. The proposed amendment would 
add to the powers of Congress in that it would so extend those 
powers as to cover the subject matter of the amendment. 

If this amendment becomes a part of the Constitution, it can 
only be with the affirmative approval of at least three-fourths 
of the States. If three-fourths or more of the States do declar~ 
for national prohibition and approve an amendment to the Con
stitution which adds to the.. powers of their creature, the Federal 
Government, by giving it jurisdiction over that matter through 
its Congress, that they have the right to do it under the terms 
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of the Constitution no one can deny. And what perfect non
sense it is for us to try to scare ourselves into believing that 
we have violated the sacredness of State rights if we pass an 
enabling resolution which makes it possible for the States 
themselves, by a maj"ority of three-fourths or more, to add to 
the powers of their Central Government, as originally laid down 
in the Constitution. 

Those who are hiding behind the skirts of State rigbts to
day are not doing so for any intelligent reason. They are doing 
so by force of habit . . That hiding place has harbored them 
before, and it will continue to every time a momentous question 
presents itself which they are afraid to meet in the open and 
solve with the exercise of common sense. Everybndy who is 
honest with himself knows that we can not be charged with 
violating the rights of the States if we pass a resolution making 
it possible for the States to say whether they wish to enlarge 
the powers originally granted by them to the Federal Govern
ment, especially when we know that before those powers can 
be extended, as proposed, at least three-fourths of the States 
must act in favor of the proposition. 

The question of whether we individually favor one side or 
the other of the question involved is not the real issue before 
us. It seems to me that whenever a large and substantial 
number of the citizens of our States petition this body for the 
passage of a resolution submitting to the States for their action 
a proposed amendment to the Constitution, framed originally 
as it was by the States and containing a clause providing for 
its amendment in this manner, if we refuse to adopt the resolu
tion, we are by that very act denying to tlle States the right to 
expre s themselves on the question of amending the Constitu
tion in one of the two ways laid down in that instrument and 
in that one of those two ways which the States themselves have 
specified that they wish to invoke, as indicated in their numer
ous petitions to Congress. 

No, my· friends, let us at least be honest with ourselves. 
When such a resolution as this is proposed let us not attempt 
a sanetimonious look and howl about "State rights." Let us 
either give the real reason for our opposition or let us vote for 
the adoption of the resolution and thus give the States the 
right to say whether or not they wish to adopt this constitu
tional amendment. That is one reason why I shall vote as I 
ha>e indicated. 

We are urged to -vote against this resolution becaus-e it might 
lead to a minority of the people of the country adopting an 
amendment against the wishes of a majority. That argument, 
if adhered to, would have prevented the adoption of any of the 
17 amendments that have already been made to the Consti
tution, and any such position as that would block the submission 
to the people of any further amendment on any question. 

Many of those who are not in favor of prohibiting the sale of 
intoxicating liquors as a beverage give as one of their reasons 
for their position the fact that it would interfere with the 
property rights of the brewers and others engaged in · the 
manufacture or sale of liquor. This same argument was urged 
against that paragraph in the Underwood tariff bill which 
placed sugar on the free list. And the reply made to the Lou1-
sia na sugar growers by some of the same gentlemen on the other 
side of the aisle who are now urging us not to jeopardize any 
of the property rights of the liquor interests was, " Turn your 
rich soil to the growing of other crops, for which it is really 
better adapted and which as n matter of fact will in time bring 
you greater profits." If in that case you were correct in your 
premises and your reply was not an unsound one, why reverse 
yourselves now when a reply along those same lines would be 
more sound? Ev~ry dollar invested iri the manufacture and 
sale of liquor to-day will find its way into other and better 
avenues of endeavor and of investment if that one is closed to 
it Why not answer the brewers as you did the sugar growers 
of the South only a few months ago and bid them turn their 
property to the growing of other crops than broken down 
wrecks of humanity and produce something for which their 
property is really better adapted and which will in fact bring 
them greater profits if they really know how to estimate those 
profits? 

The use of intoxicating liquor as a beverage never strength
ened or built up a human being since time began, and it never 
will. Who, on the other hand, will try to even estimate the 
hundreds of thousands it has broken down and brought to 
their ruin? Strong drink never reformed a criminal in the 
world's history, but, on the other hand, it is and always has 
been and always will be a greater cause of crime than any 
other one thing. That is not my opinion, but the unanimous 
j\}dgmcnt and conviction of every criminologist there is. 

For eYery home where intoxicating liquor is used as ·a bev
erage without going to excess and without bringing misery 

to that home you can find a hundred or a thousand homes 
where the use is carried to excess and where it brings misery 
in every form and death and agonies wor::;e thnn death. the 
victims of which in most cases are not the excessive users 
themselves, but those who are dependent on them. If all the 
crime and misery directly due to drink can be done away by 
prohibiting the use of liquor, what a crime is the selfishness 
of those who claim they can and want to use it without going 
to excess and who prefer the gratification of their appetites to 
the removal of all the crime and misery brought about by 
others because of drink. 

But we are told that prohibition does not prohibit. True. it 
has not succeeded in doing so in many instances, and one 
reason why it has not is to be found in the fact that a so
called dry State or community bordering upon a so-called 
wet State or community is much at the mercy of the manu
facturers and sellers in the latter district. Where such dis
tricts lie side by Gide laws against the sale of intoxicating 
liquor can be violated without much trouble, and often are. 
Bnt such would not be the case if the traffic were removed 
from the country entirely. If the manufacture and sale of 
intoxicating liquor as a beverage is a good thing for a State, 
it would be just as good for the Nation, and it would be better 
for that State if it were applied to the Nation. 

The day when the manufacture and sa le of intoxicating 
liquor as a beverage shall be no more in this country of ours is 
coming just as surely as we are present in this Chamber this 
afternoon. You who are going to vote against this resolution 
know that as well as I do. If this resolution should be adopted 
by the .requisite vote and be submitted to the Sta tes and shol,lld 
fail to be ratified by the number of States necessary to make it 
a part of the Constitution, I, for one, would be willing to abide 
the decree of the people, although I would regret the fact that 
that day had not yet come. If, on the other hand. it shonld 
be ratified by the requisite number of States, you who might 
regret that that day had arrived ought likewise to be willing to 
abide the people's conclusion. And truer still is the fact that 
either of us who denies to the States and the people of those 
States the right to adopt or reject this proposed amendment 
through their legislatures, as we do when we vote agninst this 
resolution, is violating a right which the people and the States 
are entitled to. 

In the language of the Constitution, whenever a substantial 
number of the people of the States ask an opportunity to vote 
on such an amendment we in this body should "deem it nec·es
sary" to pass such a resolution as is needed to give them the 
opportunity they seek. 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I wish to be advised when I hnYe 
consumed 25 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman desire recognition for 
himself? 

1\lr. WEBB. Yes. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized for 25 mim1tes. 
Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I desire to address myself for a 

little while to what is known as the Morrison amendment. It is 
understood that Mr. MoRRISON, of Indiana, will offer this as a 
substitute for the pending amendment. It reads as follows: 

ABTICLE -. 
SECTION 1. Tbe importation of any spirituous, vinous, malted, fer

mented or other intoxicating liquors into any State ot rhe nited 
States 'or into the District of Columbia, or into the Ter·ritory of Ala ska, 
from any other State, District. Territory, country, place, or region, 
domestic or foreign, is forever prohibited. 

It is quite evident, Mr. Speaker, that that amendment is in 
some respects more drastic prohibition than the so-cailed Hob
son amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I contend that the Congress already has the 
power to pass just tha t dras-tic legislation if it desires to do so, 
and therefore it would be a useless thing for this House to sob
mit to the various States of the Union a constitutional amend
ment giving to Congress the power that it already has In 
other words, my contention is that this Congress has the power 
to prohibit the shipment of all liquors in interstate ot foreign 
commerce. If the House believe that to be true, of course you 
will not think about voting for the Morrison amendment. 

As far as I am concerned the Mon-ison amendment is not 
objectionable if the States want it. 

I may be a little extreme in my views as to the power of Con· 
gress over interstate commerce, but I ha Ye studied the question 
so long that I have arrived at the conclusion, not only from my 
study but from the statements of leading jurists and great 
lawyers of the country, that the Congress has the absolute power 
to prohibit all interstate and foreign shipments of whisky. just 
the same as it has the power to prevent the interstnte shipment 
of lottery tickets. 
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To go back a little way, before the present ·constitution was I tended to corrupt_ tbe ' lndlan.q not only from existing India~! country, 
•tt · d h tb Stat · t d · f d . t'on each State but from that wbrch bas ceased to be so by reason of its cessiOn to the wn en, an w en e es ex1s e m a e era I , United States. . 

in the federation was a sovereign, just as sovereign within its • . _ . . · 
own borders as the. United States is . now sovereign within· its In re _Rah1·er, m One hundred and fortieth Umted Stutes, 
domain with reference to foreign countries. I find this language: 

Before the present Constitution was formed, North Carolina The power of Congress to regulate commerce among the several States 
· h · t ti f B t b · t N tb when the subjects of that power are national in their nature is also could prohibit t e Impor a on 0 os on s oes Ill 0 or exclusive. The Constitution does not provide that Interstate commerce 

Carolina. Massachusetts could prohibit ·the importation of New shall be free, but by tbe grant of this exclusive power to regulate it 
Orleans molasses into Massachusetts. . In other words, each it was left free, except as Congress might impose restraint. 
State was a supreme government within itself, so far as inter- In One hundred and seventy-fifth United States, in the case 
state commerce was concerned. And that led to a · great deal of Addyston Pipe & Steel Co. against The United States, I find 
of confusion and difficulty. It led to estrangements between the power of Congress, as enunciated by Chief Justice 1\farshall 
States, and those estrangements led to the formation of a in the case of Gibbons against Ogden, reaffirmed. 
stronger Federal Government. And when the Constitution was · In One hundred and forty-first United States I find, in the 
written as we liye under it now, those. States agreed ~hat · they case of Crutcher against Kentucky, it is said: 
could not pass laws with refer:ence to. commerce satisfactory It has frequently been laid down by this court that the power of Con
to themsehes and to their sistet States, and therefore all of gress over interstate commerce is as absolute as it is over fot·eign com
the sovereign power to control commerce among themselves merce. 

was transferred to the Federal Constitution and is now given In One hundred and fourteenth United States, in th .! case 
. to this Congress under the interstate clause of the Constltu- of Brown against Houston, we find· this language: 

tion, which g~ves Congress the power to regulate commerce The power to regulate commHce among the several States is granted 
among the States, with foreign nations, and with the Indian to Congress in terms as absolute as the power to regulate commet·ce 
tribes. with foreign nations. 

One of the earliest cases con idered by the Supreme Court Mr. Justice Miller, afterwards a Justice of the Supreme Court 
was that of Williams, under the embargo laws, and there the of the United states, in Thirty-second Federal Reporter, in 
very question was decided wJ:tich many men will .ask first: the case of Stockton against the Baltimore & New York Rail-
But does the power to regulate inclu,de the power to prohibit? road Co., says: . 

We adopted the expression "regulate commerce" from the We think that the power of Congress is supreme over the whole sub-
English when we made our Constitution. The English bad ject. unimpeded and unembarrassed by State lines or State law.s; tb~t 
that expression "regulate commerce,'' and in 27 different. cases, in this matter the country is 0ne and the work to be accomplished 1s 

· I beli'e"'e, it had been held in En~land prior. to the framing of national; and that State interests, State j ealousies, af!d State J?rejudices 
' ~ do not require to be consulted. In matters of fore1gn and mterstate our Constitution that the power to regulate Included the power commerce there are no States. 

to prohibit. And so we find the Supreme Court in the Williams Now Mr. Speaker, I think I baYe demonstrated by readiug 
case holding that the Congress has not only the power to regu- from ~elebrated jurists who sat on the highest bench iu the 
late, but to prohibit. This was understood by the wise fathers, world, the Supreme Court of the United States, that tmder the 
for they knew what the phrase meant when they took it from commerce clause of the Constitution we haye absolute power 
English law. oyer foreign commerce. Is there any Member who denies tllat 

A little latter came the famous case ofGibbons againstOgden, Congress can exclude from our shores convict-made goods, 
reported in Ninth Wheaton. I want to cite briefly a few lines opium, or anything else that Congress pleases to exclude? To 
from this case and others, to establish the contention which I ceny that proposition is to deny the soyereignty of ~e Go\"er~
make. This is the uterance of Chief Justice Marshall, found on ment. Sovereignty would be lost or suspended Without tlus 
page 1!)6 of Ninth Wheaton, and you gentleman are probably power. Of course, no such position is taken. We can .exclude 
familiar with it: human beings, we can exclude all mru;mfactures, anythlng that 

We are now arrived at the inquiry, What is this power? It is the Congress desires to exclude from Ameri~an shores. 
power to regulate; that Is, to prescribe the rule by . which commerce is. ,.

11
._ HENRY. Will the gentleman yield? 

to be governed. This power, like all others vested in Congress, is com- n 
plete in itself, may be exercised to its utmost extent, and a cknowl- Mr WEBB. I will. 
ed .,.es no limitations other than are prescribed in the Constitution. Mr: HENRY. Is it not a fact also that in every one of the e 
Th"'ese are expressed in plain terms and do not affect the questions cases· fr·om ""'hiCh the gentleman has read, the Supreme Court which arise in this case or which have been discussed at the bar. " 
If as bas always IJeen understood, the sovereig-nty of Congress; though decided that the power of dealing with and controllinu tile 
limited to speciiiPd objects. is plenary as to those objects, the power liquor traffic remains with and resides in the separate States over commerce with foreign nations and among the several States is 
vested in Congress as absolutely as it would be in a single government of the· Union? . . . 
having in its constitution the same restrictions on the exercise of the Mr. WEBB. Oh, of course, under the present Conshtut10n 
power as are found in the Constitution of the United States. tile Supreme Court says that ~e righ_t to co!lt~ol the manu-

The next case w·e find bearing on that point is The celebrated facture and sale of whisky resides entirely withrn the States, 
case of The United States against 1\farigold, reported in Ninth because they are giyen the police powers reserved to them by 
Howard: the fathers of the Constitution when the Constitution was 

Congress are by t!te Cons_titution vested with the P?wer to r~gulate made. But they never stated that Congress had not the power 
commerce with forergn nations, and however at penods of htgh ex- under the commerce clause to prohibit the shipment of whisk-y 
citement an application of the t erms "to r egulate commerce," such as ·ln rn· ter·st"te or· for·eign commerce. would embrace absolute prohibition, may have been questioned, yet .... 
since the passage of the embargo and nonintercourse laws and the • Mr. HENRY. One more question, because I propose to say 
r epeated judicial sanctions those statutes have received it can scarcely sometbinu upon this matter later. Then the gentleman con
at this day be open to doubt that every subject falling within the o 

1 
'th th li t ffi d co tr 1 

legitimate sphere of commercial regulation may be par·tially or wholly cedes that the power to dea Wl e quor ra c an n o 
excluded when either n:easure shall be demanded by the safety or by it resides within the police powers in the respective States? 
the important interests of the entire Nation . Such exclusion can not 1\fr. WEBB. Undoubtedly at present; it bas been so decided 
be limited to particular classes or descriptions of commercial subjects; over and over· again. 
it may embrace manufactures. bullion, coin, or any other ~bing. The 
power once conceded, it may operate on any and every subJect of com- :Mr. TOW1\TER. Will the gentleman yield? 
merce to -which the legislative discretion may apply it. (9 How., 566.) 1\Ir. WEBB. For a question. 

In numerous cases it has been held that the power over for- 1\Ir. TOWNER. Have not the same decisions repeatedly said 
eign commerce and the power over interstate commerce were that the exclusive power to control the interstate traffic regard
the same. This power is granted in the same clause of the Con- ing liquors or any other article of commerce was with the 
stitution. Congress of the United States? 

Now, I read from the case of Forty-three Gallons of Whisky Mr. WEBB. Yes; that was decided in the Rahrer case. 
in the United States Reports, page 194. That was a case where Mr. TOWNER. So it is not quite true to say that the ex-
Congress, by legislative act, pr?hibited not on_lY: the im~ortation elusive control of intoxicating · liquors resides within the 
of whisky into the Indian Terntory, but prohibited the rmporta- States? . 
tion of whisky into a territory the Indians had nothing to do 1\fr. WEBB. I did not say "control" with reference to mter
with. It was a territory that was t}len a part of the State of state· commerce, I was speaking of the right of manufacture 
:Minnesota, and the contention was made that Congress did not and sale. 
have that power. The Supreme Court in this ~ase decided that Mr. HENRY. w~ have the power to regulate interstate com
they did have the power under the interstate-commerce clause of merce but you want to go further and prohibit the shipment 
the Constitution, which gives this Congress the power over of liq{10r from one State to another; is this amendment r:cces-
interstate and foreign commerce and over commerce with the sary? L • 

Indian tribes. Among other things, the. court says: 1\fr. WEBB. ·No; not the Morrison nmendment. That JS what 
In view of this changed condition it would be strange indeed if tl!e I am talking about. The gentleman e\·ident1y ha.:; in mind the 

commercial powet_. lodged solely with Congress and unrestricted as it .Is Hobson amendment. I am taiking about the Morrison a mendby State lines did not extend ro the exclusion of spirituous liquors m-
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ment. I say it is a useless· proposition to submit the -Morrison 1ution, and · so it was carefully provided that whenever three
amen<Unent to the States, because the power conferred in it fourths of the States of this great Union desired to change any 
already _resides in the Congress of the United States, and was part of the Federal Constitution they .have a peaceful, orderly 
given the Congress more than 100 years ago. method by which they can do it; and it can not be argued to me 

Mt·. HUMPHREYS of Miss. ·issippi. Mr. Speaker, will the I su~cessfully that refer:ring a matter to the _sovereign States of 
gentleman yield? ~ . this country for th~m to say whether or not they shall change 
. Mr. · WEBB. Yes; fol" a question. the ?rga~ic law under which this Federal Government exists is 
. Mr. HUMPHREYS of :Mississippi. Granting all that the a nolabon of State rights. It is yielding to the rights of 
gentleman has said to be true, and I do grant it and believe it, States, the sovereigns of this count ry, giving them the oppor
why does the. gentleman say that the Morrison amendment is tunity to say whether or not they wish to transmit any further 
more drastic than this other one? authority to the Federal Government; and that is what 1ed me 
- Mr. WEJBB. Because the Morrison amendment prohibits the to say that it is not a question of State rights, bnt a question of 
shipn:ieilt of all whisky for whatever purpose--beverage, scien- P~licy. Many of us are creatures of habit, many of us Im·e to 
tific, medicinal, sacrifiC'iaJ, and alJ the rest of it-from one stick to the old laws and rules of practice, and I confess that I 
Sta te to the other, ·and if this Congress ,vants to do that, it can have that sort of feeling myself very often. 
do it now by statute. It does not need any further power,· but ·.The fact that the States have been left to control this ques
it. does .need further power before it cab enact the principle of bon for 100 years makes it a sacred policy in the United States, 
the Hobson amendment. Of course, Congress at present has but the fact that it is referred back to those States to say 
nothing to do with prohibiting the manufacture and sale of whether or not they desire to change that policy certainly is 
whisky within a State. That is one of the things reserved to nQ_ violation of State rights, but it may conflict with some opin
the States by our fathers when they made the Constitution. ion as to what the policy of the country ought to be. A great 
That ·is the question we have to consider right now, as· to manyfl'iends think that.the bes~ policy would be still to lea\e 
whether we are willing to change the policy ot a hundred years the States to control this question. They fear that a swarm 
and let the States grant more power to the Federal Government of Federal officeholders might take charge of the States in exe
to help to reguJate those things that have been heretofore cuting a Federal law. That is a question that would appeal 
purely internal, or whether the States will keep them as ·they Yery largely to the States themselves when they come to ex
ha>e for the last 100 yea1·s. It is not a question of State rights press thei~ so;ereign wi.ll. as to .whether or not they will am.enu 
at all, and I shall argue that in a moment; it is a question of the Constitution al).d diVIde with the Congress of the Umted 
changing National and State policy. States a power which they, the States, now have, but which 

In the Ames against Champion case, the famous Lottery they no _longer-want to exercis.e alo?e. T~ere is no .v~olation of 
case, the Supreme Court there had I believe almost the last I State nghts that I can see m this entire proposition. [Ap
clear say on the power of Congres~ over int~rstate commerce. plause.] Therefore I must take serious issue with my friend 
There is nothing wrOD<>' about a lottery ticket per se as far from Alabama [~Ir. UNDERWOOD] when he said that it was an 
as its being diseased i; concern~ed. It is as clean as ~ lady's ~ffort to "rob the States." The States surely are not going to 
,·isiting card. The Supreme Court had . to march right up to rob themselves, and if robbe~y occurs under this amendmeut it 
the que~ion, Has Congress the power, under the interstate- must be done by the so>ereign ~tates. the~selves, and I can 
collllllerce · clause of the Constitution to re<>'ulate commerce not understand how a man can brmg h1s mmd to conclude that 
not only to regulate it but to prohiblt it? lnq. the Suprem~ there is any robbery of States to leave it to the States them-
Court said that Congress did have the power to prohibit the ~elves to say what shall be done. . 
interstate shipment . of' a lottery ·ticket, not because it · was I do not care to argue the merits of prohibition. My friend 
diseased but because Congress said that it ought to be pro- from Alabama [Mr. U.l\TDERWoon] argues that prohibition does 
hibited, and they -. were -not ·geing back of the policy as ex~ not prohibit and therefore this amendment should not be 
pressed by Congress. Granted that Congress has the power adopted. That same argument, my friends, may be made in 
the court will not look·for the motive as to why Congress exer~ reference to e>ery other evil in the United States. It cau be 
clses it. I say, therefore, •that ·the Morrison amendment is a made in reference to larceny. Larceny laws do not preYent 
useless proposition. If you want a law like that, introduce a ~tealing, and therefore you should a.bolish them. Homicide laws 
bill covering his amendment, and we can pa~ it through this do not prevent the killing of men, and therefore you should have 
House, if we have the votes to do it. And we can do it by a no m_urder laws; and so on down the catalogue. I do not think 
mere majority; it does not require two-thirds of the House to that ~ quite a pertinent argument, and when the gentleman 
pass it. It will be doing an unnecessary and a useless thing .talks. about Jefferson's statement about the attempt of Federal 
to spend your time on the Morrison amendment. . judg~s, like miners and suppers, to undermine the Constitution, 
· :Mr. John W. Yerkes, a distinguished lawyer, was once Com- then I ran back to Jefferson's other_ proposition, which was that 
missioner of Internal Revenue, and my recolJection i.s that in .'when _ people , desired to change their form of government or 
appearing for the brewers or the liquor dealers' association their"constitution they ought to have the right to do it and men 
before the Senate comm_ittee, he stated that Congress had the _ought not to stand in the way of it, and I can conceive in this 
power to exclude all whisky from interstate-coiDJi:lerce chan- ~nstance how a Member may vote here as a public servant, as a 
nels. l\fr. Bob Crane, prob~bly the leading "lawyer of the brew- Member of Congress, to submit this proposition to the States, 
ers in the United States-and he is a · good lawyer-stated, ·;rnd yet go back. to the State to which it is submitted and vote 
according to Senator Knox, ·when- he· appeared for the brewers against it on its merits. ' 
that ll:e thought Congress had the power to .e.xclu_de all whistrY Mr. HENRY. Will ~e gentleman yield there? 
from mterstate commerce. So I · do not beli-e-ve that we need 1\Ir. WEBB. I am sorry I can not. 
have any fear a:bout that, an:d unless you want ·to duplicate Mr. HENRY. Just a short question. 
our power you will vote against the Morrison amendment. Mr. WEBB. In_ a minute I may. I can conceive how it is 

Just one thing further. I said a moment ago that the Hob- possible for a l\Iember of Congress to feel that he has a dual 
son amendment, to my mind, does not involve the question of duty to perform h1 this respect. 
State rights. We southern men ·have always been jealous of The SPEAKER. The gentleman has consumed 25 minutes. 
the rights of the States, as many northern men have. If there _ Mr. WEBB. l\Ir. Speaker, I will take five minutes additional. 
.were some law being offered here ·which encroached upon the Now, I do not think it is p~rtinent to argue here the possibilities 
·present rights or powers of the States, then we could say that of sometime in the future destroying a large source of revenue. 
we are abridging the rights of the States; but this is not the That, again, is for the States to pass upon. I know my friend 
situation. The States that made this Constitution, the States [Mr. Ur-.-nERWOOD] has been caring for the revenues of the 
that granted the present power as we find it in the Co~stitution, Government and doing itwell. His mind dwells upon that idea. 
and reserved to themselves the right to alter or amend it, are National_ prohibition would be a destruction to revenue, and big 
now to be asked to say whether o~· not they want to change the revenues, too, but that is a question that comes up in every 
.Constitution in respect to the con~rol of the liquor traffic. If a prohibition fight. When you want to close ·the great running 
_provision for amending the Constitution of the United States sores of society-the barrooms, as any merceuary man will tell . 

· .had not been put in that great instrument and a method pointed you-you lose your revenues and you ·can not educate your boys 
. out whereby it could be amended, we probably would have had unless. y~u get revenue from the barroom. I believe in educa

revolutions in this country many times within the last 100 tion, but long ago I came to the conclusion that rather than 
years. · That is the escape valve. 'l'hat is the foundation prin- let my children be educated on barroom money I would let 
ciple upon which rrhomas Jefferson rested his Government, them grow qp in ignorance l [Applause.] That leads me to 
11aruely, whenever the people want to change their form of gov- say that as sure as- I stand before ruy friends here to-day the 
.ernment they ought to have the right to do it; -but if they had barroom as a public in!)titution in this country is doomed. 
uot been given. that right we would probably have had a revo- !Applause.] The time is coming when the .people are not going 

LII-34 
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to permit these things to exist much longer. I . do not say the 
millennium is corning and people will eease to drink, but the 
time is coming fast when the men of this country are not going 
to permit the e open barrooms where boys are lured to 'their 
death, where drinking is made attractive and where he comes 
in contact with the worst element of society. They are going to 
stop it; many men who drink whisky are going to help stop it, 
and my belief· is that before I reach the age of three score years 
and ten, if I live that long, there will not be a legalized bar
room in this broad land. [Applause.] '.rhe revenue proposition 
therefore does not appeal to me. If the revenue idea had ap
pealed to men and not the moral side, we would still .have 
lotteries in this Capital. Time was not more than 100 years 
ago when lotteries flourished in this city. 

If you want revenues, authorize the existence of lotteries and 
your war revenues would look like 30 cents compared with the 
re.-enues you would receive from lotteries. The people of this 
country had raised their moral standard to a point where they 
demanded that lotterie should cease regardle s of whether we 
received revenues from them or not. They destroyed them ..in 
this city ; Congress destroyed them, and destroyed the right to 
transport lottery tickets in interstate commerce. 

Now, speaking of the evils of whisky and the revenue part of 
it, let me read to you from -a famous decision in the License 
cases ( 46 U. S.~ p. 32), where the Supreme Court says: 

If a loss of revenue shall accrue to the United States from the 
diminished consumption of ardent spirits, she will be the gainer a 
thousandfold in the health, wealth, and happiness .of our people. 

[Applause.] 
You would not expect a great sentence like this to fall from 

the lips of Bob Ingersoll, yet I want to read what he said abo11t 
alcohol, and then I am through: 

I do not believe that anybody can contemplate the object without 
being prejudiced against tile liquor crime. All we have to do is to 
think of the wrecks on eithe-r bank of the stream of death, of the 
suicides, of the in anity, of the Ignorance, of the destitution, of the 
little children tugging at the faded and withered breasts of the weeping 
and despairing mothers, of the wives asking for bread, of the men of 
genius it bas wrecked, of men strug~ling with imaginary serpents pro
duced by this devilish thing; and wnen you think of the jails, of the 
almshouses, of the asylums, of the prisons, of the scaffolds on either 
bank, I do not wonder that every thoughtful man is prejudiced against 
this damned stull' called alcohol. 

[Applause.] 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 
T:C.e SPEAKER. The gentleman has 9 minutes remaining. 

The gentleman from Tilinois [Mr. MANN] is recognized for 1 
hour and 20 minutes under these circumstances. The gentle
man from Alabama [~lr. UNDERWOOD] yielded him 20 minutes, 
so he has 1 hour and 20 minutes. 

Mr. MANN. 1\lr. Speaker, I am for morality and against 
immorality. I am for decency and against indecency. I am for 
temperance and against drunkenness. I am for virtue and 
against vice. I am for law and order and against crime and 
disorder. I am for the right and against the wrong. So 
are we all. But, notwithstanding my sentiments and our 
sentiments universally, I am not able to vote for the resolu
tion now pending or for what I suppose will be offered as 
r s-al .::ti'.ute for it. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBSON] 
has introduced in this Congress nine distinct, separate prohibl
tion amendments to the Constitution. Just which one of them 
we will be called upon to vote for I do not know. They all 
differ, and I ;enture to say that in now considering this consti
tutional amendment there is not a Member of this House besides 
the gentleman from Alabama who knows what the differences 
are in these different prohibition resolutions offered by him; 
and I do not believe that he knows. [Laughter.] 

The tendency of governments everywhere has always been 
toward centralization, and whenever that tendency has pro
ceeded until local powers have been transferred from the local 
go;ernments to the central government history shows that from 
its own weight the government has broken down and either 
revolution occuned or dissolution of the country. 

What is the proposition now before us? To-day a1cohol is 
one of the chenpest and most easily produced products. A man 
with a book before him can manufacture an alcohol still from 

, which he can produce alcohol at a cost of probably not to exceed 
15 t6 30 cents a gallon, privately, without publicity, except that 
the Go>ernment of the United States, now levying a ;ery high 
tax upon the production of alcohol, finds it necessary, in order 
to protect its revenue, to follow up the producers of alcohol 
unless they pay the Government tax. And the Government tax 
is .-ery high, so that the main cost of alcohol to-day is the 
Go>ernment tax upon it. 

As I understand this proposition, it is not intended that the 
Government shall hereafter levy tax npon the production -of 
alcohol or alcoholic be.-erages. The Government's interest in 

protecting the revenue no longer eXists. The 'National Govern
ment is no longer directly interested, so far as revenue is con
cerned, in preventing the cheap production of a1cohol. An-d not 
only that, this resolution does not prohibit the manufacture of 
alcohol ad libitum. There is not a word in the resolution or 
the proposed amendment which looks to the prohibition of the 
manufacture of alcohol, or even of alcoholic beverages, unless 
they are for sale. We can not reach the manufacture of alcohol. 

Now, how will this amendment be enforced? The Govern
ment of the United States will either do one of two things. It 
will either have a Government agent spying out the places in 
e>ery lochlity in the United States-Government spies every
where-or else the Government will not attempt to prohibit the 
manufacture ior sale of alcoholic beverages. It is the tendency 
everywhere, I know, for the local authorities to endeavor to 
have the General Government enforce a law, make a law upon 
matters where the local authorities fail, upon the idea, which 
is not correct, that the Government in Washington can better 
enforce a law in California than the people of California can 
enforce it. And so long as the Government has the incentive 
through the raising of the revenue the Government attempts 
to enforce the law concerning the manufacture of alcohol. Do 
you propose by this amendment to ha>e the GoveTnment or a 
Government officer or agent or spy, as you may please to call 
him, in every township in the United States to detect the pro
duction of an article which a farmer or a laborer in his ce11ar 
can produce without expense and without publicity, and which 
when produced .is still legal under the amendment unless it be 
made for sale? 

I know it is suggestea that you can confer the power of en
forcement both upon the General Government and upon the 
States. It is impossible as u governmental matter to make each 
of two sovereigns supreme. You can not confer upon tbe Gen
eral Government the power to enforce a law or a constitutional 
amendment and at the same time confer the same power upon 
the States without inevitable conflict and disaster. The Gov
ernment would not enforce such an amendment. But you have 
taken away the governmental control of lieen e. The Govern
ment now keeps track-or attempts to do so--of every manufac
turer of alcoholic liquor, of every blender of alcoholic liquor, 
of every rectifier o'f alcoholic liquor, of every wholesale and re
tail dealer in alcoholic liquors; but when you forbid by this 
amendment these things the Government can no longer keep 
track of them by license or otherwise. It then becomes a mat
ter of detection or spying. The Government of the United 
States wil1 not be permitted by the people in the different locali
ties in the long run to foster and put upon them thousands of 
agents or spies to affect them in their immediate locality. 
Anti the result will be, if this amendment should be. adopted, 
that liquor will become free, .easily made, will sen for 25 or 
30 or 40 or 50 cents a gallon, with no prohibition on its mann
facture, no penalty for its sale, unless you catch the mau at 
it with a Government spy, the Government itself no longet• 
having any financial interest in detecting the crime. You have 
practically taken away from the State the power to make and 
enforce their own laws on the subject. You can not ha>e Gov
ernment control and State control at the same time. 

You say the States can not control it. If the people of a 
locality can not enforce their local laws, it will never be pos
sible for the National Government successful1y to enforce them. 
It is proposed, is it, where a man has manufactured alcohol 
at a cost of 30 cents a gallon in his cellar, 1egitimately, per· 
mitted by the law, and has secretly sold it to somebody el e, 
to have the Goverp.ment agent seize him and carry him a hun
dred or two hundred miles to be tried in a Federal court instead 
of being tried in local State courts? Is it the proposition that 
the enforcement of these ordinary police regulations which 
must always depend in the main for their enforcement upon 
the sentiment oi the local community shall be brought about 
by having the offenders dragged into the Federal courts for 
trial? 

If that is attempted, it will break down of its own weight. 
The result will be as it was years ago, before the Federal 
Government imposed a high tax upon alcoholic spirits. that 
whenever a farmer, a laborer, a merchant, or otherwise, desires, 
he will produce alcohol and give it to his men, like they u ed 
to dole out liquor in the har.-est fields. It cost nothing to 
produce it, there was no tax upon it, and no way of preventing 
it. You have taken away with this resolution the authority 
·of the local governments to protect themselves. You attempt 
to confer that upon Washington. Wen, you will not get Wash
ington unduly excited, or the governme-nt in Washington unduly 
excited, because some man is iilegally selling whisky in Port
-land, Me., or in Portland, Oreg. They do not get too much 
excited when they sell liquor illegally in the city of Washington. 
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l\Ir. SMALL. Will the ge1itleman pardon a very brief inter- In considering this question we should consider it without 

ruption right there, so that I may ask him just one question? prejudi(!e and as practical people. 
Mr. MANN. Yes. We now have State-wide prohibition laws in 14 States. The 
Mr. SMALL. May I ask the gentleman if there is anything temperance movement has made tremendous progress in the 

in this proposed amendment which prohibits the manufacture last 10 years under existing laws by allowing the people in 
of intoxicating liquors for exportation? each community to decide the matter for themselves. '£his 

Mr. MANN. It prohibits the manufacture of liquors for movement in this way has kept pace with public sentiment 
exportation for sale. and has kept its workers ' active in conducting a campaign of 

Mr. Sl\lALll. Exportation, I mean. education throughout the United States. The Woman's Chris-
Mr. MANN. Exportation for sale. There is nothing in the tian Temperance Union and other temperance organizations 

resolution which prohibits the manufacture .of anything. It whose efforts have been directed toward having scientific tern
prohibits the manufacture of intoxicating beverages for sale, perance taught in schools have done much toward creating pub· 
and you can make intoxicating beverages of any kind or de- lie opinion which, when it ha::; been strong enough, has ex
scription, with the proper recipes and a small addition of pressed itself at the ballot box and has resulted in the enact
brown sugar and a few other ingredients, out of plain, pure ment of the prohibition laws which are now on our statnte 
alcohol, and nobody pretends that ·you prohibit alcohol or its books. 
produt>tion. The Webb-Kenyon law passed by Congress, which prohibits 

I understand very well how a wave of excitement goes through the shipment of liquor into dry territory, recognizes the rights 
and over a country. The bitterest persecutions that have ever o~ the States whose people have voted for prohibition and has 
been had have been had under the name of religious fervor. been a great instrument to aid in the enforcement of pro
People _get the impression that they want to accomplish a cer- hibitory laws in dry States. 
tain good, as they used to when they proposed to make a man Amendments to the Federal Constitution similar to the Hob
profess a certain religion in order to sa\e his · soul, and if he son amendment have been proposed many times; but the same 
would not save his soul in that way they would destroy his obJection that I now contend for has always been maintained, 
body. Good purposes, laudable desires; but you must test a that this is a matter for the States to decide and .not for the 
proposition by its natural results, by the evolution which comes National Go\ernment, and that the passage of such an amend
from it; and I declare to you that in my opinion, as a student ment would sweep away the last \estige of State rights and 
of government for years, the effort to confer upon the National would be dangerous in the extreme. 
Go\ernrnent the power to control the manufacture of alcoholic In almost every Prohibition national convention that has 
liquors for sale and to prohibit them will result in no tax, no been held this same question has arisen, whether prohibition 
license, no control over the production and sale, and will render should be left to the respective States or to the Federal Gov
them cheap and easy to obtain in eyery part of the United ernment. 
States, with no go\ernment properly equipped to prevent it, From 1888 until the convention of 1908, a period of 20 years, 
and that instead of prohibiting you will have made liquor al- not a word was said in the platform of the Prohibition -Party 
most free. ~ about constitutional prohibition, although the question .was 

I live in a prohibition district in the city of Chicago, created vigorously debated in each convention. 
by an ordinance which I drew years ago, largely enforced by In the last Prohibition national convention the same ques
the aid of the good people, its enforcement aided by the saloon tion was discussed, and it was there decided that the way to 
keepers on the outskirts. To-day the whisky manufacturers aid proceed was within the boundaries of the separate States and 
the Government as far as they can in the enforcement of the not along the lines of national prohibition. 
law requiring the payment of a heavy tax upon whisky. because Is it wise at this time to reverse our policy under which such 
it is to their interest to prevent "moonshine" whisky being rapid progress has been made and force prohibition at once 
made, and most of the information which comes to the Govern- upon the people regardless of whether the people of a number 
ment in regard to attempted illicit stills comes from liquor men, of States want it or not? 
who feel the competition and pnt the Government on notice and Shall we abandon our policy of making temperance men and 
on guard. But when the tax is all removed they will no longer women by education and in its place substitute legislation ancl 
ha\e that incentive. Who will give the information? How will coercion and attempt to legislate the appetites and desit·e for 
you discover the manufacture and sale of these beverages? intoxicating liquor out of millions of people at once by a 
The Government is far away. The local people may not be in single act of legislation that no king or monarch, except the 
favor of the enforcement of the law there, as many of them are Czar of Russia, who believes in the divine right of kings, would 
not in favor of the enforcement of all law. . dare to attempt to do? · 

The prohibitionists, so called, are on the wrong h·ack. I The proposed amendment would prohibit the sale and manu-
respect their sentiments. I have great regard for them per- facture for sale of products within the boundaries of 48 States of 
sonally. But the way to obtain the restriction of the sale of the Union, and also territory subject to the jurisdiction of the 
alcoholic beverages, like the way to enforce any other moral United States. Is it within the province of the National Gov
propaganda, is through local authorities, and not by depending ernrnent to say what shall be manufactured or sold within a sov
upon a strong central government located far away. [Ap- ereign State? The theory on which the ad\ocates of this amend
plause.] · ment base the right of the Federal Government to enact such 

1\lr. Speaker, I yield fise minutes to the gentleman from legislation is that the product manufactured is harmfuL 
Wiscon,sin [:Mr. BRoWNE]. How much time did I use? Is not the question whether it is harmful or not a question 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. DECKER). The gentleman . that the people of the State where the articl~ is manufactured 
used 22 minutes. or sold should decide and be the sole judges of? 

Mr. 1\:IANN. I yield fise minutes to the gentleman from Wis- If any State attempts to ship any article into another State 
consin [Mr. BROWNE]. within the United States, the Go\ernment has a right to pass 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin [ fr. upon the question of whether this article of interstate commerce 
. BRoWNE] is recognized for fi\e minutes. is harmful or not, and if it believes it to be harmful, to exclude 

l\fr. BROWNE of Wisconsiu. lVlr. Speaker, the Hobson joint it from interstate commerce. but the article produced and sold 
resolution proposes an amendment to the Constitution of the exclusively within the boundaries of a State is a matter that 
United States forbidding the sale . . manufacture for sale, or should be wholly regulated by U:lat State. 
importation for sale of intoxicating liquors for be\erage pur- Wisconsin has a law prohibiting the manufacture and sale of 
poses in the United States and all territory subject to the cigarettes, which the citizens of that State belie\e to be a good 
jurisdiction thereof. law. Other States may not ha\e such laws, but this is a matter 
- If this resolution is pas ed by a two-thirds vote of both for each State to decide. 

Houses of Congress, it will then be submitted to the State legis- Is it within the pro\ince of the Federal Go\ernment to place · 
latures of all the States, and if it is ratified by three-fourths, or in its Constitution a clause prohibiting the manufacture and 
36, of the State legislatures, it becomes a part of the Constitu- sale of various articles believed to be injurious by the people of 
tion. certain States and -not injurious by others? Are such matters a 

We would thus have national prollibition without giving a legitimate field for national legislation? 
single voter the right to go to the ballot box and vote directly If the people of each State are to giYe up their rights to the 
upon the question. National Government, so that the N&tiom.l Go\ernment shall 
. If we have the requisite number of votes in Congress to pass determine what they can manufacture and what they can not 
this resolution amending the Constitution and the requisite 36 manufacture and sell within their own boundaries to their own 
State legislatures to ratify it, would it be wise and for the best people, it would be giving up the last \estige o: individual rights 
interests of the people to so amend our Constitution and have and turning over the smallest locnl unit of go\ernment to the 
national prohibition? National Go\ernment at Washington. 
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Would not every advocate of the passage of this amendment 
claim that it would be an outrage on the rights of a prohibition 
State for three-fourths of the States to write into the Constitu
tion a clause that no State shall prohibit the manufacture or 
sale of intoxicating liquors? Why would this be an evasion of 
the rights of the States? Because each State has the right and 
should always keep the right to say what shall or shall not be 
produced and sold by its own people within its own boundaries. 
The subject matter is the same in both cases, and if one is a vio
lation of the rights of the State the other is also. 

If 36 States desire such an amendment and the people of 12 
States do not want the amendment, would it be right and wise to 
force a prohibition law upon the people of those 12 States? 

This is not like any of the other amendments to the Constitu
tion. It is without precedent. It deals with a purely local 
matter which the State and its people have full power to con-
trol. . 

Any State legislature, under the existing laws; can pass an 
effective prohibition law for its people, or it can write prohibi
tion into its constitution. As a matter of fact very few of the 
prohibition States or the advocates of prohibition have thought 
it wise to so amend their constitutions, recognizing that to en
force a law of this kind they must have public sentiment back 
of it. 

A good healthy majority of the people must be back of a law 
to insure its enforcement. 

E~FORCEMENT OF THE LAW. 

Suppose 12 great States of the Nation, like 1\Iassacbusetts, 
New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, 
Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, l\Iissouri, and California, hav
ing an aggregate population of over 50,000,000 people, a majority 
of the people of the United States, should have prohibition 
thrust upon them by this constitutional amendment, which they 
had voted against and to which a large majority of their people 
were opposed; an amendment which destroyed millions of dol
lars worth of property and threw hundreds of thousands of 
men out of employment. Could such a law be enforced", and 
what would the attempted enforcement of the law mean? 

It would mean the appointment of hundreds of thousands of 
Government officials-marshals and deputy marshals-by the 
political party in power to go into the various communities to 

- enforce the law. This army of Federal marshals and deputies 
would be many times larger than the armed military force of 
the United States to-day. These officers would, of course, be 
clothed with authority to search and arrest, and with that 
power any political party, by intimidation or otherwise, could 
perpetuate itself in office, the rights of the people in the vari
ous communities would be transferred to their Representatives 
at Washington, and the last vestige of the rights of the in
dividual citizens or the local communities and the rights of the 
·states would disappear. 

We all know that any law affecting the customs and habits 
of the people is very difficult to enforce unless there is a strong 
public sentiment in favor of it. 

The adoption of this amendment would be by State legisla
tures and would not be by a referendum vote of the people. A 
small State like Nevada, with a population of 90,000 people, 
would count just as much as a State like New York with 
9,000,000 people. 

I would bB \ery glad to submit the question to a referendum 
vote of the people of Wisconsin or to the Legislature of the 
State of Wisconsin and let it decide the question for itself, but 
by voting for this resolution I make it possible for 36 States to 
force this law upon the people of Wisconsin, contrary to what 1 
know is the overwhelming sentiment of the people of the State 
of Wisconsin. 

I do not believe that anyone will seriously question the state
ment that there is an overwhelming majority of the people of 
Wisconsin who are against prohibition; but if that statement 
should be questioned I would cite the fact that the legislature 
of that State has never memorialized Congress for prohibition; 
no bill has been introduced in our State legislature for State 
prohibition-at least none that has been discussed or received 
any vote-and if such a bill were introduced I do not helieve 
that it would receive the votes of a dozen members of the legis
lature, for the reason that Wisconsin is not ready for prohibi
tion and a very large majority of the people are against it. 

The Prohibition Party in Wisconsin at the last presidential 
election received 8,467 out of a total of 393,334 votes, and the 
eighth congressional district of Wisconsin, which I represent, 
cast only 687 votes out of a total of over 31,000 votes for the 
prohibition candidate for Congress, who made a thorough can
vass of the district upon that issue. 

If the people of Wisconsin, through a referendum vote or by 
their legislature, will memorialize Oongress to pass an amend-

ment to the Federal Constitution such as the proposed amend
ment, Members of Congress from Wisconsin might be justified 
in voting for it. The people of Wisconsin memorialized Con· 
gress to pass the income tax; both political parties declared in 
favor of it. Not so with the proposed amendment. No party:
not even the Prohibition Party itself-has declared in favor 
of it. 

California and Ohio and other States at the recent election 
overwhelmingly voted down prohibition. Would it be easv to 
enforce a national prohibition law in those States? Would. the 
people of California submit readily to the destruction of their 
great wine industry? The appliances for making wine and 
other intoxicating drinks and for distilling alcohol are simple 
and inexpensive, and as soon as the legal manufacture of alco
holic drinks is forbidden then comes the illicit stills not by a 
few moonshiners in the mountains of Tennessee and' Kentucky 
with a local sentiment against them, but tens of thousands of 
such places, scattered from San Francisco and the Rocky Moun
tains to the cellars in New York City, with local sentiment and 
local officers many times favoring them. 

Counterfeiting our currency is a difficult matter. It is con
demned by every citizen in every locality, and yet it takes a 
large number of Secret Service men appointed by the Govern
ment to prevent it. 

How very easy would it be to manufacture wine and other 
alcoholic drinks in the United States and also to bring them 
in over the border without detection, and what an army of 
officers it would take searching the homes and the cellars of 
the people for illicit stills. 

How many United States marshals and deputies would it 
take to enforce a prohibiti~n law in the city of New York, with 
five and one-half million inhabitants; Chicago, with two antl 
one-half million inhabitants; Philadelphia, Boston, St. Louis, 
San Francisco-all these cities mentioned, aggregating in popu
lation over 13,000,000 inhabitants? 

How many thousand Federal marshals would it take to at
tempt the enforcement of a prohibition law in these cities? 
How. many jury trials? How many convictions? 

The police force in New York alone is over 10,000, and other 
great cities are relatively as large. The sympathy of the local 
officers would be on the side of public sentiment in the e cities. 

There would be a constant conflict between this army of 
local police officers and the Federal officers in regard to the en
forcement of the law. 

The advocates of this amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States overlook the arguments that have been presented 
by our greatest judges and constitutional authorities. 

Abraham Lincoln said upon an important occasion: 
To maintain inviolate the rights of the States to order and control, 

under the Constitution, their own affairs by their own judgment ex
clusively is essential for the preservation of the balance of power on 
which our institutions rest. 

The late Justice Harlan, who represented as liberal a view 
toward the powers of the National Govern.nlent as any judge 
who has sat upon the Supreme Bench of the United States at 
any time in its history, in one of his last public utterances 
said: 

A National Government for National affairs and State governments for 
State affairs is the foundation rock upon which our institutions rest. 
Any serious departure from that principle would bring disaster upon the 
American system of free government. 

Again Justice Harlan said : 
The people of the United States cherish but will compel adhereace 

to the fundamental doctrine that the States are vital parts of the 
American system of government. The Supreme Court of the United 
States baS again and ag:Un declared, upon full consideration, that a 
close and firm union is necessary for the happiness of the American 
people, and that without the States in union there can be no such 
political body as the United States. If, then, the matchless Government 
devised by the fathers and ordained by the people of the United States 
is to be preserved and banded down intact to posterity. National power 
and State power must go hand in hand in harmony with the Constitu· 
tlon. 

The late Justice Miller, one of our great jurists, gave ex
pression to the following : 

While the pendulum of public optnfon has swung with force away 
from the extreme point of the States' rigb.ts doctrine, there may be 
danger of its reaching an extreme point on the other side. In my 
opinion the just and equal observance of the rights of the States and 
of the General Government as defined by the Constitution is as neces
sary to- the prosperity of our country and to its existence for another 
century as it has been for the one whose close we are now celebrating. 

President Woodrow Wilson, whom some may differ with on 
public questions, but whose sincerity and patriotism no one will 
question, said, in reply to Rev. Thomas B. Shannon, of Newark, 
N. J., regarding prohibition : 

I run in favor of local optlon. I am a thorough believer in local selt 
government, and believe that every self-governing community which 
constitutes a social unit should have the right to control tho matter 
of the regulation or the withholding of license. 

) 
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Secretary Bryan, in his e;Jitoria1 in t.he Commoner, says: 
Believing in both woman suffrage and the abolition of the Uquor 

traffic I would vote for either amendment if submitted. But the time 
does not seem opportunP. for the submission of either of these amend
ments. A national contest for either amendment would simply divert 
attention from other issues upon which the people are ready to act 
without advancing the cause of woman suffrage or the prohibition 
movement. 

Eugene W. Chafin, Pl·obibition candidate for President in 
1 98 and in 1912, in a speech delivered in Chicago on October 
14, 1913, which was published in the Vindicator of October 24, 
1913, said in regard to the Hobson amendment: 

Of all the foolish and impossible schemes devised to destroy the 
liquor traffic, this is certainly the wors.t. If:very minute of time and 
every dollar expended on these schemes 1s criminally wasteful. 

1\fr. Chafin further says, after giving facts regarding the 
framing of the Constitution, and so forth: 

Our good friends throughout the United States who have announced 
themselves in favor of the cons titutional-amendment scheme, I venture 
to observe, bave not, a sing~e one of them, bad before them the fore
going facts when they committed themselves to such policy. 

Again .Mr. Chafin states: 
Laws may be made and repealed by majorities, and sometimes, 

through political parties, by plurality of the voters; but the fathers of 
the Constitution decided that the organic law should not be amended 
by a plurality, majority, or to suit the fancy of a political party 
t emporarily m power. So they provided that it might be amend~d 
when two-thirds of each House of Congress so determined, an.d then 1~ 
must receive the approval of three-fourths of the State legiSlatures, 
for. you must remember, tLat amendments are not submitted to tbe 
people, but to the political party in power in the several States. 

Again this great advocate of prohibition says: 
Before the campaign o! 1908 was over I saw the polson in the refer

ence to constitutional prohibition in our platform of that year. After 
consultation with many or our leaders, we determined that it should 
be left out of our next platform ; so when I drew the platform for the 
Atlantic City convention .in 1912 I left it out, and so constructed the 
first plank that it conformed to our new line of battle-" government 
by administration "-wbicb repudiates any thought of constitutional 
amendment. The new plan was unanimously accepted by the pla.tform 
committee and the convention, and the platform. and that only, IS lhe 
creed of the Problbltlon Party. 
THE SAME QUESTION IS lN"\iOf.VED IN THE WOMAN SUFFRAGE A.MENOl\IENT. 

This same question involved in the prohibition amendment is 
a1so involved in the woman-suffrage amendment. 

I believe that the regulation of the elective franchise is a 
matter that rests whol1y with the States. This was the idea 
of the framers of the Constitution. and was never deviated 
from except in the passage of the fifteenth amendment,.. giving 
the negro ·the right to vote. This precedent is cited by all advo
cates of the prohibition amendment and the woman-suffrage 

• amendment. . 
The passage of this amendment, as we all know, wa., the re

sult of the war, and it was practically a war measure; but if 
the advoc-ates of the prohibition and woman-sii.ffrage amend
ments can get any satisafction from citing this precedent they 
nre welcome to it. 

This amendment, as we all know, bas been a dead letter since 
its passage, nearly half a century ago. It is not enforced, and 
the reason it has not been enforced is not that the . Government 
of the United States has not the power. but because the en
forcement of any law against the overwhelming sentiment of 
the people of a sovereign State will always cause more harm 
than good and can never result in anything but disaster. 

When I was a member· of the State Legislature of Wisconsin 
I voted with only a handful of senators to submit the question 
of woman suffrage to the people of my State, and in every ses
sion of the Jegislature thereafter I voted to submit the question 

. to the people, until it was finally submitted to the people in 191Z. 
The voters in Wisconsin, by a majority of over 90,000, turned the 
proposition down. 

After such a decisive vote by the people of my State, would I 
be ju tified by my vote in forcing upon the people something 
that tlley do not want? Is a represeutative of the people ex
pected to assert his personal opinion against the over·whelming 
opinion of the people of his State and his district expressed at 
the ballot box? 

Again, the constitution of the State of Wisconsin expressly 
pro \' ides (sec. 4, art. 3)-

T hat the legislature may at any time extend &y law the ri&"ht of sur
fi·a ge to persons not herein enumerated, but no such law snail be in 
fo1·ce until the same shall have been submitted to a vote af the people 
at a geneml election and approved by a majority of all the votes cast at 
such election. 

In ,-oting for the amendment giving women the right to vote 
I would be attempting to nullify a provision of our State consti
tution and takiug awny from the peop1e a right to vote upon ~ 
matter that the constitution of the State gave them a right to 
vote llpon. 
' The State legislature could not take this right away from the 
vcople, and yet I am asked to unite.. with the Representatives o:t 

other States and take t is constitutional right away from my 
own people. 

I do not know of any State passing a prohibition Jaw or a 
woman-suffrage law without giving the people a. rlght to vote 
direct1y upon the question. 

The members of the legislatures, in touch with the smallest 
unit of local government, invariably submit the questions of 
license or no license to the people themselves, and in Wisconsin 
the framers of our constitution emphasized the importance of 
Jetting the people decide the matter of who shall vote by plac
ing it in their constitution, where it can ne\er be taken ·out ex
cept by a two-thirds vote of both houses of the legislature at 
two consecutive sessions and a vote by a majority of the people 
of the State at an election. 

Senator BoRAH, who comes from a State where women have 
the right to vote, and who is persona1ly in favor of woman 
suffrage, objects to the amendment to the Federal Constitution, 
and in his speech in the United States Senate, March 20, 1914, 
says: 

The corner stone of that fabric, the indispensable element and prin
ciple which sheathes it with strength and bids it endure through the 
ages, is the right of local self-government as to afl'alrs that are local. 
When you take awa.y from the people the initiative, the right to deter
mine for themselves such questions as are local, when you remove from 
their shoulders responsibility, you ultimately take from the people 
all interest in public questions, and you have what bas been exempli
fied in the history of every Republic that ever existed on the face of 
the earth, a Republic In name only, governed and controlled at Wash
ington, while the masses of the people look on and assume that they 
are enjoying the gt·eat fundamental rights of a Republic, although the 
Republic, in fact, has passed away. 

Senator BoRAH makes an argument against this amendment 
which is equally applicable against the Hobson amendment, and 
which, in my opinion, is unanswerable. 

If the people of Wisconsin want national prohibition, let 
the legislature pass a resolution memorializing Congress to 
amend the Constitution. If they are in favor of State prohi
bition, they can have their legislature submit it to them and 
-rote upon it directly. 

I receh'ed my commission of office from the people. I have 
always believed in the people and in submitting every question 
that could be submitted to them. 

I have always been in favor of Jocal communities deciding 
their own matters for themselves; and I will not vote to take 
away from my State and its people rights that they have had 
since the foundation of this Government and transfer those 
rjghts to the National Government, unless the people at the 
ballot box request thnt it shall be done. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAl~N. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle
man from California [1\Ir. KAHN}. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California [.Mr. 
KAHN] is recognized for five minutes. 

l\fr. KAHN. Mr. Speaker, if there were any lingering doubt 
in my mind as to the inefficacy of prohibition laws to bring 
about true temperance, the statement made this morning by 
the distinguished gentleman from Kansas [1\ir. CA-MPBELL] 
would dispel that doubt. The gentleman stated that 71 per cent 
of the area of this country has become dry territory, and yet 
the fact remains, also according to his statement, that the in
creased consumption of liquor throughout the country is a 
matter of deep concern to those who look with disfavor on the 
liquor traffic. 

1\fr. Speaker, prohibition is not temperance. Temperance makes 
for human progress. It should be invoked in regard to our food, 
ou~ drink, our dre s, and even our physical exercise. As many 
people die from overeating as die from the excessive use of alco
hol. Excessive pbysicaJ exercise has frequently led to heart fail
ure and death. TemperanCe not alone in the use of alcohol, but 
temperance in everything that affects the human race, is what 
should be taught in the homes and in the schools of this country. 
Temperance harms no one; on the contrary, it does good. Pro
hibition, on the other hand, has generally resulted in making 
men liars, sneaks, and hypocrites. If men want liquor, they 
can invariably get it, and they can get it even in prohibition 
States. 

On the 3d day of November we had an election in California 
on State-wide prohibition. We have local option in that 
State. On that day a druggist in the city of Pasadena, which 
bad voted itself dry under our local-option laws, displayed a 
big sign in his window, ''Vote the State dry." That very after
noon he was arrested for runnlng a "blind pig." [Laughter.] 
That is a fair sample of some of the hypocrisy that follows in 
the wake of prohibition legislation. 

1\Ir. Speaker, wherever the liquor traffic has been regulated 
bY law, and wherever the regulations are honestly enforced, you 
do not find drunkenness. Wherever the children are taught by 
their fathers and mothers the evils of intemperance you do not 
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find drunkenness. The fiO'm·es pre ·ented here to-day by the 
gentleman from Alabama [l\lr. HoBsoN] how that the drink
ing habit is usually formed between the · ages of 16 and 21 
years. Those are the years in which the parent should point 
out to the growing youth the evil of overindulgence in alcoholic 
liquor. But many parent , instead of following a sane course 
of fuat kind, lock up even the alcoholic stimulants kept for 
medicinal purposes and tell their children that they must not 
under any circumstances take a drink of liquor. And then, 
just as soon as the youths get away from their mothers' apron 
strings, that spirit in man which Edgar Allan Poe calls "the 
imp of the perverse" impels them at all hazards to get a taste 
of the forbidden fruit. Having never been told that it is not 
the use but the abuse of alcoholic drink that does the harm, 
the probability is that the young man, by overindulgence on 
the first occasion he tastes the liquor, makes a beast of him
self. How much better it were for him and all those who 
are interested in his future if he had been taught at the outset 
not to abuse the use of liquor if on any occasion he should de
sire even to take a taste of it. 

In Germany, in France, in Italy, in those great wine-growing 
countries, the children are accustomed to see a certain amount 
of alcoholic liquor in their homes from their infancy. The per
centage of drunkenness in those countries is exceedingly small, 
because the children are taught from their infancy that they 
must not abuse the use of alcoholic drink. Is the American less 
capable of self-restraint than the German, the Frenchman, or 
the Italian? I have sufficient faith in ~Y countryman to believe 
he can curb his appetite as well as the former. The present 
spirit throughout the country, exemplified in the demand for the 
enactment of this stringent legislation, is but another evidence 
of the hysteria that one finds sweeping over the United States. 
We are trying to regulate all human conduct by laws, laws, 
laws. Efforts of that character are as old as the world. And 
they have invariably resulted in failure. The liquor traffic can 
be regulated. But if you pass this constitutional amendment, or 
any other constitutional amendment prohibiting the sale of 
liquor, you will not create the temperance in this country which 
you desire. Education-education at home principally-will ac
complish more in that direction than any law which the Con
gress may see fit to pass. [Applause.] 
. Mr. Speaker; the attitude of most of those who favor this 

legislation is excellently expressed in the following verses: 
CREEDS. 

Believe as I believe, no more, no less ; 
That I am right, and no one else, confess ; 
Feel as I feel, think only as I think; 
Eat what I eat, and drink but what I drink; 
Look as I look, do always as I do, 
And then, ~nd only then, I'll fellowship with you. 
That I am right, and always right, I know, 
Because my own convictions tell me so; 
And to be right is simply this to be 
Entirely and in all respects like me ; 
To deviate a halr's breadth, or begin 
To question, doubt, or hesitate, .is sin. 
I reverence the Bible i! It be 
Translated first and then explained by me ; 
By churchly laws and customs I abide, 
It they with my opinion coincide ; 
All creeds and doctrines I admit divine, 
Excepting those which disagree with mine. 
Let sink the drowning if be will not swim 
Upon the plank that I throw out to him; 
Let starve the hungry if he will not eat 

~t rr~~z:~geq~:~i:a rl::e:alaggt b:at; 
Clothed in such garments as are made for me. 
'Twere better that the sick should die than live, 
Unless they take the medicine I give; 
'Twere better sinners perish than refuse 
To be conformed to my peculiar views ; 
'Twere better that the world stand still than move 
In any other way than that which I approve. 

A little more tolerance, a little more reasoning, a little more 
judgment would undoubtedly yield in the long run much more 
beneficial results. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from California 
has expired. . 
- 1\Ir. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I yield :1_0 minutes to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr . .1\IooRE]. 

Mr. MOORE. 1\Ir. Speaker, in the State of Pennsylvania, 
which would doubtle s come under the control of the smaller 
States of the Union if this amendment should prevail, we have 
undertaken to regulate the liquor business. The high-license 
lnw passed in 1887 has >astly improved conditions. - It may be 
of interest to those who would, by this resolution, attempt the 
destruction of the liquor business, with all t):le attendant pros
pects of outlawry nnd increased taxation, to know that in Phila
delphia prior to the passage of the high-license law there were 

more than 6,000 saloons, many of them disorderly and disrepu
table-a hundred times more so, in fact, than any that ha>e 
existed during the last quarter of a century. They paid into 
the treasury only $300,000 per annum. The operation of the 
high-license act, which met the problem of prohibition by the 
more rational process of regulation, was to drive out the dis
reputable places and their irresponsible keepers, so that the 
more than 6,000 dealers were reduced to 1,300, each of whom 
must be >ouched for by responsible citizens and have such prop
erty interest in his business as to make violation of the law 
extremely hazardous. 

The natural growth of Philadelphia since 188'7 has resulted 
in an increase of licenses to approximately 2,000, which now 
cover into the treasury of the city and State more than $2,500,000 
per annum. Thus in Philadelphia, where the liquor dealer is 
careful to obey the law, even though he may sometimes meddle 
in politics, the law is supreme, and the methods of the "boot
legger" and "blind tiger" of the so-called prohibition States 
are unknown. In addition to the revenue paid into the trens
urtes of the city and State, the United States Government derives 
an internal revenue from Pennsylvania exceeding $17,000,000. 
With millions of dollars invested in a business thus sanctioned. 
by law, and with tens of thousands of men deriving their daily 
bread and butter from it, to say nothing of the allied industries. 
from the pay of the printer to the products of the farmer, it 
might well be said that Pennsylvania, like any other State of the 
Union, should be permitted to settle so grave a question as pro· 
hibition for itself. 

It is doubtful whether national prohibition, forced upon sucb 
a State against the will of the people or any large proportion 
thereof, would tend to perpetuate that cheerful and patriotic 
comp11ance with the law upon which so much of our common 
happiness and prosperity depend. In a matter of such far
reaching importance, indeed, it would appear that tolerance and 
temperance should be exercised rather than intolerance and in
temperance, and that regulation by law would be better than 
lawlessness. · 

And, Mr. Speaker, while it may not be pleasing, it may be 
opportune to observe_ that the modern tendency of Congress to 
yield in the matter of new laws to the emotions or designs of 
some of the people, irrespective of the rights and privileges of 
all the people, reflects in a degree upon those qualities of states
manship which, under the Constitution, have been the pride of 
Americans. The friends of this resolution appear to-day in such 
goodly numbers as to make this comment appropriate. A short 
time ago, before the outbreak of the European war, in a mo-. 
ment of enthusiasm like that which prevails to-day, the House 
passed a resolution on a mere newspaper report that Mr. Wins
ton Churchill favored it, approving a year's cessation of ship
building and the like. It is apparent that such a resolution, if 
brought up to-day, would be considered from a more serious 
point of view. Indeed, it is doubtful if the country would 
stand for such a resolution if it came up for consideration at 
this time. Not long after this, in a similar wave of enthusiasm, 
drastic legislation was enacted with the view of suppressing 
vice in the District of Columbia. The law has been in effect 
long enough for us to learn that vice in the District of Columbia 
has not been suppressed. 

1\Ir. FESS. Why do you make that statement? 
1\fr. 1\IOOUE. I have read about it and it is common infor

mation. It is said that the law is a failure. and that those 
people who are given to vice in the District of Columbia, instead 
of being segregated, as they ought to be, are now living in the 
:!partment houses and hotels of the city, and are on the streets, 
spreading· vice, instead of keeping it from the good people of 
this community. [Applause.] 

Do we pass these stringent resolutions merely to deceive our
selves? From our various State experiences we know that 
so-called prohibitive laws are generally laws in name only, 
since in most instances they do not prohibit. Local agitation 
and sudden impulses plus deliberate campaigus 'to stir up the 
people are largely responsible for these ebullitions of law. 
To-day it is prohibition, which may safely and prot)erly be left 
to the State legislatures or town councils; to-morrow it may 
be tango dancing or cigarette smoking, according to the strength 
and >irility of the agitators on one side or the other. How 
long Congress is to take this State and local work upon itself 
is for the 1\Iembers of this great body themselves to determine. 

The oath of office which a Member of Congress take , even i.f 
it be neces~ary thus to emphasize his duties and obligations. con
templates the protection and defense of the Constitution and the 
enactment of such legislation only as will conduce to the happi
ness and welfare of all the people. It matters not whether we 
are Jews or Gentiles, Catholics or Protestants, there is nothing 
in our fundamental law nor in the spirit of our institutions 

I 
.l 
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which . justifies-the passag·e at "our bands of legislation placing 
one class above ::mother class or of one creed above another 
creed. On the contrary, until recent agitations have given rise 
to a spirit of restlessness, manifesting itself in such resolutions 
as the one we now have before us, our national policy has been 
to reserve for the churches the preservation of the morals of 
the people and to withhold for the statesmen the mate:rial prob
lems of politics and economy. · ThiS is a policy we should still 
ndhere to. -

That the religious men and women of this country, free frotn 
hy~criSY: and demagogy, may continue under God to exercise 
those merciful and Christ-like qualities that contribute so 
much _to the happiness of i:nankind, and that Members of Con
gre s, free from the undue influence of lectuters on the one 
side or liquor denlers on the other, may also, under God and the 
Constitution, be wise and tolel'ant -and just is a wish worthy 
the prayers of a united country. 

We can not decently destroy the property or the rights of 
those whose business Congress bas sanctioned. since the be
ginning and from whom perhaps a third of our Nation's revenue 
has been derived. It would result in poverty, lawlessness, taxa
tion, and distres . Where would we lay this new taxation? 
Would it be upon the churches and charitable institutions. 
which are no\v exempt, or would we lay it upon the backs of 
the people whom we have already taxed to the very litnit of 
endurance? .And what would be gained if we turned into out
laws those who are now obedient to the law? The loss of 
reYenue would be serious enough, but what of the loss of respect 
for the law? The history of all sumptuary legislation shows that 
force without just reason iS not conducive to obedience. We 
can not make men good by. law. 

Unless, therefore, the work of the preacher has been a ·failure, 
which the progress and good order of· this country thus far dis
proves, we should not abandon the moral training of our men 
and our women and Our children. Neither should the moral 
responsibility be shifted to a legal prohibition. That would be 
an tmworthy substitute for the work which Jesus Christ came 
upon this earth to do. We can not make men good by law, 
nor can we reach their ·hearts and consciences by law. If we 
would reform their habits or change their mode of living, we 
should employ some other methods than coercion and the club. 

Mr. ~fANN. Did the gentleman from Pennsylvania use all 
his time? 

Mr. 1\IOORE. I yield back the remainder of i:ny time. 
Mr. MA!\TN. I yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts 

[Mr. GILLETT] such time as he may desire to occupy. 
~lr. GILLETT. l\lr. Speaker, there are constitutional and 

practical objections to this res9ll?tion which in my short time 
I will not discuss. because there is one consideration which 
under present circumstances iS sufficient to determine my vote. 
I belie-ve that intemperance is a chief cause of crime, poverty, 
and misery. I do not myself use intoxicating liquors, and if 
by my edict I could banish them from this country, I would do 
it without a moment's hesitation. I think there would result 
an efficiency, a health, and a happiness which would compen
sate tenfold for the business and revenue which would be de
stroyed. But, in my opinion, this resolution would not bring 
about that result, and I shall vote against it. I do it with 
grec:tt reluctance, for I know niy position will be misunderstood 
and I shall grieve many whose esteem I highly value. I have 
nothing but admiration for the sincere men and women who are 
so earnestly pressing this cause, whatever I may think of the 
wisdom and Unselfishness of some of their leaders. I ha Ye re
ceived many petitions from the churches in my district, people 
for whose unselfish purpose I have the deepest respect, with 
whom I sympathize and wish to c~operate, and who, moreover~ 
have been my stanchest friends and supporters and from whom 
it distresses me to differ; but I hope they will believe that my 
decision is as conscientious as theirs, and that I differ not at all 
from their views, but only distrust the wisdom of this policy, 
which I suspect most of them have adopted instinctively from a 
pure impulse to check evil, but without thQughtfnlly considering 
whether national prohibition would really prohibit. "I do not 
think it would. It is not a matter of theory or abstract reason
ing. The evidence and proof are before our eyes. I know, and 
you all do, a city-ancl not a very Jarge one-where saloons are 
prohibited by the constitution of the State, and yet where hun
dreds of them are as open as in New York. or Chicago. Why is 
it? Because local sentiment will not enforce the law. And 
what is the result? Not only is liquor more free and._popular 
and destn1cti"ve than if a policy of liGense were enforc.etl, .but 
in addition the one fundamental snfeguard of a -repnblic, re
spect for law, is undermined. A form -of goYernment where the 
same power-the people-both makes and executes the iuw can 
not long desene to exist when the law falls into con.teinpt. 

A criminal .law· does nof _enforce itself; it requires the action 
not of an army but a jury. Lord Brougham once said: 

ln my mind. he was guilty of no error, he was chargeable with no 
exaggeration, he was betrayed by his fancy into no metaphor, who saill 
tb~t all we see about us, Kings, Lurds, and Commons, tbe whole mU· 
chmery of the State, all the apparatus of the system and its varia! 
workings end in simply bringing 12 good men_ into a box. 

We tried prohibition in Massachusetts years ago, when I 
think it was quite as law-abiding as it is now, and the results 
were so deplorable, therefusal of juries to convict so scandalous 
and corrupting, that we abandoned the attempt and adopted: 
local option, and under it the plague spots are gradually being 
surrounded and confined and narrowed, and the State is sub
stantially dry except in the cities, where the sale of liquor is 
constantly being more restricted. 

The retort, of course, is made that every -criminal statute is 
violated and nevertheless· we do not cease to enact them. But 
I know .of no other offense analogous to this. Drinking is not 
a crime of itself; it is malum prohibitum not malum in se, and 
I know of no other offen~ whose prohibition is looked upon by 
large communities as such an invasion of their personal rights 
that they spurn the law-not covertly, but openly and defiantly. 

But you ask, Are we helpless before this menace? I think the 
progress of the pa.st 30 years proves that we are not. Despite 
the enormous increase of cities the cause of temperance has 
gained in numbers, in weight, in influence. In this very House, 
which is representative of the people, there has been a notable 
change in the time since I first came here. ·I think a similar 
change is progressing throughout the country. Drinking be
comes constantly less respectable. .And I believe that with the 
growth of this sentiment both the frequency and the area o:e 
intemperance will be constantly curtailed. 

A short time ago I went to a meeting to hear the last word 
from the most celebrated advocates of this amendment. With 
practically all they said I heartily agreed, for it was mostly ·a 
dramatic and effective portrayal of' the evils of intemperance. 
But in ·their exultation over the increase of dry territory there 
was no intimation that it was not really dry-that there were 
in it cities such as I haYe described. It may be that public 
opinion is so changing that these ·results need no longer be 
feared. Denver and Seattle have recently ·been ordered to close 
their saloons and I shall watch the issue in those great cities. 
But until we can make dry territory really dry, until the ex
periments now · going on in the States on a smaller scale have 
justified themsel\es and contradicted earlier experience and 
proved successful, I do not think we ought to experiment on this 
enormous national arena and make such a vast change in the 
activities of the Nation arid its relation to the States. In a· 
matter of such vital moment our action ought not to be deter
mined by an enthusiastic hope, but ought to await and be 
guided by the tests of actual experience. 

Mr. 1\IANN. I reserve the remainder of -my time. 
The SPEAKER The gentleman from Illinois reserves the 

remainder of his time, and the Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [l\lr. VoLsTEAD] for one hour. • 

1\fr. VOLSTEAD. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan 
[1\fr. LINDQUIST] 10 minutes . . 

l\lr . . LINDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, I can sit silent and listen 
with patience to the discussions that take place in this House 
on political _problems that trouble our land, for I feel it my, 
duty to consider well the advantages and disadvantages of legis
lation that may bring happiness and security to our people. 
But, Mr. Speaker, I can no longer sit silent when there is a call 
and a. demand from the people to grant them a privilege which 
we have no right to deny, and I fail to recognize a spark of 
patriotism in the make-up of any man or party who wo.uld 
consider it their duty to question the rights · of the Amm·ican 
people, and especially when they are asking a privilege to pro
tect and safeguarh our homes. . [Appla u&e.] 

I can see in this measure a great opportunity to consene the 
resources of our country, for the real resources of our Nation 
are its young men. Shall we conserve or destroy them? Too 
much has already been spent for their destruction. 

The shattered walls of forts, the ruins of castles, the destruc
tion of cathedrals, and all the architectural wonders on the 
Continent could ne\ r for one minute be compared with the 
loss of young men who are strewn o'er the .battle fields of 
Europe. It i. not the property loss that will throw ciyiUza
tion back a decade, but it is the loss of the young men with 
their strength an<l tb1ining aild their ideals upon which the 
permanent structure of ev.ery 'iwtiori .depends. 

Gentlemen. this is not aU sentiment. Only a few days ago my_ 
little boy. just 5 years old~ pa ttered .his way to . the .schoolhouse, 
just starting to schooL It seems but a day since he was a babe 
in the cradle, and now lie · is part of our great educational 
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system that is building up our young Ameri~ans to a proper 
and truer appreciation of our American institutions. 

I haYe no greater love, nor hope, nor ambition· that my boy 
shall develop into a strong, clean, American citizen than many ' 
of you fathers in this Hall for your own boy, and that same 
ambition, hope, and desire beats in the hearts of every Amer-
ican parent. · 

I do not wish to see years of training and our entire educa
tional system go for naught. I want my boy to be a true patriot, 
a strong, vigorous man, so that he can stand the strain of a 
great campaign of war, if necessary, for this · country. [Ap
plause.] 

Millions like him are entering the schools for the first time this 
fall, and it is for us here to-day to largely determine what per
centage of these boys shall be useful citizens and how Jtlany shall 
become charges and dependents upon our States. You can take 
your statistics, put them all together, and you will find that 90 
per cent of the men in the reformatories and State prisons are 
between the ages of 18 and 24, and there is no room for argu
ment as to the great part that the liquor traffic has played in 
this most pitiful situation. 

Mr. Speaker, the destructive wars of all Europe could never 
wreck the future progress of a nation as can the curse which 
we are fighting here to-day. Never has there been such a call to 
serve humanity. ·Never has there been an issue before thi.s 
House that demanded a truer expression of the highest type of 
patriotism. [Applause.] Can we, as men who have the honor 
of representing the greatest Nation in the world, openly deny 
our people the right of wiping out a curse that not a man in 
this House can conscientiously claim has a right to exist? And 
I defy any man with a spark of patriotism to deny our people 
the privilege of expressing their opinion on this matter, which so 
greatly concerns the moral welfare of our Nation. 

Where is there a greater opportunity for the man who be
lieves in conservation? Do not tell me that it is patdotic for 
any man to stand in this Chamber and preach conservation of 
our natural resources and then fail to herald with enthusiasm 
this opportunity to aid in the -conservation of humanity. .(Ap-
plause.] · 

You men who are preaching for a larger Navy-what is the 
use of the largest Navy in the world if we lack the man behind 
the gun? All honor to our Secretary of the Navy, who had the 
courage as well as the wisdom to understand that first must 
come the strong and efficient man. But, gentlemen, we must 
hide our faces with shame in our boasted civilization if we let 
Russia take this problem and with one gigantic stroke wipe it 
from the face of their country. 

There was no argument to it. The physical strength of the 
giants of the Czar was unable to stand the hardships and the 
strain of their campaign, and the cause was quickly discovered 
that their lowered vitality was due to alcoholism. 

Gentlemen that which fails ·to make strong, patient, vigorous 
fighting men' also fails to produce strong, vigorous American 
citizens. 

• Where is the man who is appealing for a larger A.rmy? 
Where do you stand on this question? Your appeal will fall 
far short of consistency if you fail to stand like a true soldier 
for a cleaner and more efficient American manhood. 

Another man stands in the way, and he voices the only rea
son which sounds like logic in opposing this measure, and he is 
the revenue man, the man who has no greater pride than: to 
deliberately place the value of the almighty dollar above that 
of human life. He forgets that revenue can be raised in a hun
dred ways and that manhood of a nation is the true wealth and 
glory of any country. What amo~t of revenue can .e-ver re
place the lives which have been rumed, the homes which ha-ve 
been impoverished, and the children which have been left de
pendent, simply because we are unwilling to protect them from 
the cur e of drink? · 

Gentleman, right at this very moment while I am speaking 
there are thousands and tens of thousands of young men who 
are taking their first drink. How do you kuow but what your 
boy is one of them? 

Zeppelins submarines, bombs, and seige guns are not the 
only things' that can destroy a nation. We do not need to wait 
for a foreign foe to invade our land to find it in peril. Our 
Nation is already in peril, and the foe is within our borders, 
making a mighty and devilish campaign to capture our cities. 
Yea. they have already been captured and they hold supreme 
power in almost e>ery large city in the land. 

Fellow 1\lembers it is nothing short of treason for us to 
allow our land of' liberty to be devastated and robbed · of its ' 
manhood. 

1\Ien with consciences awake to this opportunity to conserve 
human life. Never before have we enjoyed so great n privilege 

as is now ours to show whether our - love of country shall 
courageously stand out supreme above that of party or personal 
prejudice. [Applause.] 

I can not believe that there is a single Member of this House 
who would sacrifice the honor of his country to satisfy his 
selfish intei·ests by maintaining an evil that is fast undermin
ing our great Nation. 

I care not whether my political ambitions shall have been 
crushed by my actions here to-day. I would gladly sacrifice all 
rather than to ha-ve violated a single confidence that the people 
of the -great State of Michigan have placed in me. 

I would consider myself unworthy of this honored position 
of trust if I failed at this time to support my own convictions 
and to vote for that which I believe is right. Poverty is fast 
increasing, our asylums are filled to their capacity, our homes 
are being deserted, and the youth of the land misled and the 
children being left dependent. Are we going to sit here and 
refuse our people a fair and decent chance to live? Can we 
face the misery of it all and call oursel-ves citizens of a Chris
tian nation? 

I tell you that we fall far short of our Chinese brother, who 
stamped out opium from China when he learned how it de
graded his countrymen. , 

In 1906 the Chinese people appealed to their Go-vernment to 
stop the use of opium in China, giving as their reason and 
purpose, to make China strong. The edict went out ordering 
the discontinuance not only of the use of opium, but also the 
growth of the poppy plant. . 

It was a great patriotic movement, which was taken up with 
great earnestness and zeal by officials and the people. No such 
note of social reform ever struck any nation. In many cities 
valuable opium pipes were brought out in the streets and 
saturated with oil and w.ere burned by fire in the presence of 
applauding multitudes. 

The decree was ridiculed and t11e foreign press was skeptical 
of the Chinese sincerity, but the Chinese enforced the law, 
and by the general cooperation of the people the fixed purpose 
of the Government was carried out successfully. · · · 

China· has made more pro'gress with the antiopium campaign 
in three years than we haye made with intoxicating liquors in 
a generation, and I ask in all sincerity is it not a shame for 
tis to sit here as representatives of -- the most glorious Nation 
of people on the globe, and is it not a shame for us to stand in · 
the way of our progress? 

Do we need to take a seat back of heathen China in the 
moral progress of our national life? Thi is no time to argue, 
discuss, and to proclaim oui· patriotism if we fail to measure 
up to the standard of the very people whom we have the honor 
to represent. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems like Divine ProYidence that brought 
about the Boer War, for it was the Boer War that yielded 
up a secret that has cleared a mystery and identified the real 
cause of the downfall of nations and empire . 

The English Government discovered that there was some
thing wrong with their soldiers, and a commission · was ap
pointed, and after a thorough and rigid inyestigation this com
·misson reported to their Government that the cause was due 
to alcoholic poisoning. 

Scientists from every part of the globe have substantiated 
the findings brought in by that commission. The British Gov .. 
ernmEmt immediately took strenuous steps in placarding the 
streets of the cities of England with billboards, appealing to 
their people to desist from drinking alcoholic beverages. 

Other nations followed the lead of the British Government. 
The French Government did likewise. The German Emperor 
even carried his campaign ~o far as to undertake to eliminate 
the drinking of beer, so far as possible, in the German Army . 
and Navy~ 

In London in 1909, the scientific men from all oYer the world 
congregated,' and all agreed that alcohol was a poison, ~d that 
its use should be resh·icted in the same manner as poisonous 
drugs. Can there be any doubt in any man's mind as to the 
great harm that liquor brings to the homes of the drinkers~ 

When the scientists of all the world have agreed to 1ts 
poisonous effect upon the system of the human being, and that 
it has no food virtues whatever as the people ha-ve always been 
led to believe then is it not ~ur duty to place liquor in the 
same column ~th that of cocaine, opium, and other poisonous 
drugs, which science has proyed are debau~ng t~e ~merican 
citizen and converting our • innocent youth mto cnmmals and 
wrecks. · · · 

Think of it. gentlemen, Rus ia, while in tlle midst of n great 
crisis and with all her great need for reYenue, llas wiped out 
·this great source of revenue from the liquor traffic, because 

/ 
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this traffic was demoraVzing her citizens and weakening her 
armies. 

In other words, Russia believed it her. first duty to protect 
the integrity of her people, and found other means for raising 
revenue. And, gentlemen, I wm· not believe that Russia thinks 
·more highly of her · citizens· than we do in America; but this 
is th<! time when it is up to us to show it. 

In my -judgment, it is not a question of whether our Govern
ment has the moral right to take this issue out of the hands of 
the States. Our Government has the right and should protect 
its people against any evil that is degenerating and destroying , 
the homes of the American people. 

If this Government has the .right to put out of business the 
great business monopolies, it certainly has the right to put the 
Eqnor monopoly out of business. We have destroyed great busi
ness trusts-those . industries which have carried on business 
at the expense of other industries, and for no other reason than 
that they have ruined the smaller industries of our land. Then 
ha\e we not the right, and is it not our duty, to destroy the 
great Liquor Trust, that is daily bringing ruin to other indus
tries? For this business can not survive without injury to all 
other legitimate industries. · 

Capital and labor are much the same wherever ,we find them. 
Their problems are the same problems. I live in a small city, 
where we have a few factor-ies, and -we have this ad-vantage, 
that we can study the problem at close range. And some of 
these factory managers tell me that when we had the saloon 
the day after pay day, in many cases, their men were in
capacitated for their work and unfit for their duties, and for 
the last four years, since we have abolished the saloon, the 
day after pay day fin& every man at his work, sober, ·and at 
his best. So from a business standpoint a~one we shall produce 
more, and industry ·wiU thrive more successfully, if we remove 
this clot; in the .wheels of business. 

What is true in our -Gity in this respect is undoubtedly true 
everywhere the saloon has a chance at the pay envelope' of the 
wage earner. Without the saloon the pay envelope finds its 
way into the legitimate channels of business, so that the 
groceryman, the merchant, and the banker alike are benefited 
by tl:e abolishment of the liquor traffic. 

If you must know and must have this problem figured in 
dollars and cents, there are- many who have gathered the sta
tistics. They can tell you the exact amount of money spent for 
liquor and the amount of money appropriated for the care of 
the unfortunates, the criminals, the insane, and the dependents, 
who are the by-pr9ducts of this monstrous liquor business. 
There is a big balance against that traffic in plain dollars and 
cents withont figuring the depreciation of manhood. If you 
want to foster this business, let it continue, and help them 
along by going on record by opposing this measure, which gives 
to the common -people the right to say whether this liquor 
traffic shall longer exist or not. 

If there was an institution of any kind in our land that began 
deliberately to cut off the left hand of every man who came 
within its walls, there would be a unanimous action by this 
House in five minutes to imprison arid punish its organizers. 
Such an atrocity would not be tolerated. But this could not 
be compared, gentlemen, with the atrocities of the. liquor or- , 
gani~ations. The loss of a hand is not to be compared with 
the loss of the mind. For liquor steals the mind, weakens the 
will, and so completely demoralizes a man and robs not only 
the pocketbook and the home, but also destroys the very temple 
of the soul. It destroys character, and that which destroys 
character will eventually destroy this Nation. 

If we wish to have a Nation of strong men to carry out the 
ideals of our great founders of Ame.rica, we have only one ac
tion to take, and that is by our vote on this measure to abolish 
once and forever this great curse of the liquor traffic, which is 
contrary to every fundam~ntal principle of our Government. 

l\lr. Speaker, this is unquestionably a call from the people 
for freedom, and I count it our opportunity to . record ourselves. 
us unanimously in favor of giving the people the right to say 
whether they shall any longer be slaves to this curse, or whether 
they shall be free and independent and enjoy the pursuits of 
happiness. 

I long for the day when the red stripes in Old Glory shall 
&ymbolize, as eYer, the true red blood of manly sacrifice which 
was shed that this Nation shall be forev~r free; not merely 
free from a foreign foe, but free from all that blemishes, that 
destroys the homes of our Americarr people. [Applause.] . 

l\Ir. Speaker, I append herewith the following telegram: 

;reduced i~ cur _i:.....~~:k. It i~ - ~he greatest problem we have to 
COntend With. rn~~Je!f have been compelled to dismiss employees 
·~fter repeated endeavOII!IIIto r·eform, and this has necessitated employ
·mg another member ~'f the family to continue the support and proper 
care of those dependent upon the discharged employee. 

(Signed) . E. G: LIEBOLD, ' 
. Secretary to H enr11 Ford. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman .from Wyoming [Mr. MoNDELL]. 

Mr. ,1\IONDELL. 1\lr. Speaker, I shall vote for the pending 
resolution providi~g for the submission of .a constitutional 
amendment prohibiting the manufacture and sale of intoxicat
ing liquors for beverage purposes. In so voting I do not des:.re 
to have it understood that I have resolved all doubts as to the 
complete e~cacy of prohibition as a cure for the monstrous 
evils of intemperance or as to the wisdorrt of attempting to 
enforce Nation-wide prollibition by Fed~ral authority. Neither 
do I presume to venture an opinion as to what the judgment of 
a majority_ o~ the people whom I have. the honor to represent 
may be when the questions involved in the proposed amend
ment are presented for their consideration. 
. _This fact I do know, that a very large number of my c~m
sbtuents, among the very best classes of our citizenship, desire 
the passage ,of this resolution and have so informed me. 
.Under. th~se circumstances .I consiqer . it my duty as a Repre
se?tatlve of these people to give my vote and influence in fur
t~eran~e of the opportunity w~ich the passage of this resolu
tion will present to my constituents and to the people of the 
United States as a whole to decide by their votes in the man
ner provided by the Constitution whether or no the proposed 
amendment shall become a part of the organic law of the 
Nation. -
_ Of the arguments. presented in opposition to the passage of 
the resolution, none have impressed me less than those advanced 
in the mime of "State rights" because of the enlargement and 
extension of li'ederal police authority which the adoption of 
the amendment would accomplish. In e:x:"pressing this opinion 
.I in nowise modify my views as an ardent believer in the limi
tation of Federal authority, and in the maintenance of -the 
largest possible measure , of State and local self-government and 
control. If the question presented were one of the extension 
of Federal jurisdiction under the present limitations of our 
Federal Constitution, then these arguments would be entitled to 
careful consideration, but it is not. What we are called upon 
to decide is, Does there exist among our constituents and the 
people of the Nation as a whole a sentiment and desire suffi
ciently general, earnest, active, and widespread on the subject 
_involved in the proposed amendment to render it our duty to 
afford the J?eople an opportunity in the manner provided by the 
Constitution to render judgment on the issue involved? 

With my knowledge and information of the sentiment favor
able to the submission of the proposed amendment, I have no 
doubt or hesitation in deciding that question in the affirmative. 
It is proposed to give the people of the Union an opportunity, 
in a constitutional way, to decide whether they desire to en
large ·the power and authority and make it the duty of the 
Federal Government to deal with a gigantic evil, a menace of 
_frightful proportions to the physical and moral welfare of the 
Nation. Gentlemen who are now eloquent and vehement, if 
not persuasive, in their opposition to this orderly plan of test
ing the national sentiment and recording the national · w111, 
quite recently apprqved the extension of national police au
thority as far and as wide for the protection of bird life as the 
adoption of the proposed amendment would extend it for the 
preservation of ,human life and human welfare. 

Gentlemen who without constitutional warrant blithely voted 
to arm the Federal Government with police authority to the 
utmost boundaries of the Nation for the protection of the 
feathered denizens of the air can not consistently refuse to give 
the people an opportunity to pass upon the question of extend
ing Federal authority in a constitut ional manner for the pro
tectl_on of mankind. 

I have no criticism of those who in good faith strictly con
strue the powers of the Federal Government under the Con
stitution. My own inclination. is that way. I have, however, 
but little patience with those who. assuming the responsibility 
o! attempting to widely extelfd Federal authority by statute, 
presume to deny the people an opportunity to extend Federal 
authority by constitutional mandate. Assuming the gentlemen 
are sincere in their attitude, the only logical conclusion is that 
they consider themsel\es more competent to determine what the 
Constitution o·ught to provide than are the people of the Nation 

lion. F. 0. LINDQUIST, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

Heplying to your telegram of 
perience we find efficiency of our 

DETROIT, MICH., J!t;cembC4· 19, 1914. ·acting in their sovereign capacity under constitutional methods. 
:: Mr. Spe~ker, I vote for this . resolution because I believe its 

December 18, , according to our ex- adoption is desired by so considerable a number of the best 
employees addicted to liquor greatly · people of the country as to make it our duty to submit the ques-
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tions it proposes to the test of n'doption provided by the framers 
of the Constitution. Having performed our duty, the final de
cision rests with the people of tho States of the Nation. I for 
one will cheerfully await their judgment. I and my children 
will, I am confident, dwell in security and contentment under any 
constitutional provisions the American people may see fit to 
adopt. [Applause.] 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. PowERs]. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Speaker, the essential and vital part of 
the joint resolution now before the House reads as follows: 

SECTIO~ 1. The sale, manufacture for sale, transportation foJ.: sale, 
importation for sale of intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes in the 
United Rtntes and all territory subject to the jurisdiction thereof, and 
exportation for sale thereof, are forever prohibited. 

SEC. ~- The Congress, or the States within their respective jurisdic
tions, shall have power to enforce this article by all needful legisla
tion. 

It is contended by those opposing this resolution that it is 
a serious and unwarranted invasion of the rights of the several 
States-a vital deprivation of the liberties of the individual. 

They make other contentions, but for the moment let us ad
dress ourselves to these. The preamble of the Constitution 
of the United States sets forth its object in these words: 

We the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect 
union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, provide for the 
common deJ'ens~. promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings 
of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this 
Constitution for the United States of America. 

Does the amendment here propo ed militate against a "more 
perfect union "? Does it interfere with the establishment or 
maintenance of justice? Does it prevent in any degree "do
mestic tranquillity"? Does it keep us from providing for "the 
common defense"? Does it in any way or in any degree reta rd 
" the general welfare" of the citizens of this Republic? Does 
it take from us or our posterity any of the blessings of liberty 
vonchE~afed to us by the Constitution of our country? About 
this there is contention; but the question of personal liberty 
or the blessings of liberty aside, will anyone seriously contend 
that the resolution before us, if passed, and its purposes em
bodied into law, interfere with in a harmful way any of the 
objects as set forth in the Constitution of the United States? 
Will not this resolution help wonderfully to "establish jus
tice " by keeping the stream of justice free from the contami
nating influences of liquor? Will it not help wonderfully "to 
esta blish justice" to the great army of wives, mothers, and 
chlldren, who suffer most-the innocent and helpless sufferers
from . the consequences of the demon drink? 

Wil1 not this resolution be a wonderfully potent factor in the 
establishment of "domestic tranquillity"? What iS' it that dis
turbs "domestic tranquillity " more than . the drinking of 25 
gallons per capita of alcoholic beverages every year as do the 
people of thls country? ' 

Will not this resolution aid wonderfully "to provide for the 
common defense" by making us, or at least helping to make us, 
a virile, strong, and sober Nation? \Ve have in this country 
1,000,000 drunkards, 4,000,000 heavy drinkers, and 19,000,000 
moderate regular drinkers, besides many millions more who 
drink more or less-sometimes more and sometimes less, but 
oftentimes more. '.fhe lives of 700,000 of these imbibing gentle
men-male and female--are cut short every year in payment 
for the privilege. Nature always exacts payment. Those who 
violate her laws must suffer the consequences. Will not this 
resolution-tills amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States, if it becomes such~aid wonderfully to "promote the 
general welfare "? What is it that could aid more? 

'l'he people of the United States consumed last year 2,500,-
000,000 gallons of alcoholic beverages. It cost them the neat 
little sum of $2,000,000,000-about $1,000,000,000 more than Con
gress appropriates to defray the running expenses of this great 
Government for one whole year. I am talking now abol.}t ' the 
hard cash actually paid each year for the beverage itse1:f'-but 
that by no means is a true criterion of the cost; that is but a 
paltry part of it. The added crime, pauperism, and insanity 
produced by the use of alcoholic beverages in the United States 
cost the people of this country each year by direct taxation 
a~out $2,000,000,000 in cold ca.sh. Taking into considera~on 
the economic value of the 700,000 men whose .lives are each 
yem· prematurely cut short by the use of alcohol and the low
ered efficiency of the vast millions of other drinkers, it is esti
mated thH t it costs this country in productiveness each year 
about $14.000.000,000. In other words, instead of producing 
$::l~ .OOO 000.000 of wealth each year, we ought to produce, and 
would produce but for the use of alcohol, $46,000,000,000 of 
weaf th each year. But -the money loss, big as it is, is but a 
small rmrt of the damage done by the "Nation's curse." The 
loss of mere dollars nnd cents can be supplied by the industry 

of other days, but the loss in lives, in manhood, in character 
in integrity, in virility, in all that which makes a nation proud 
and great, "when once destroyed can never be supplied." 

1n the speech before a jury that tried me for my life ·r took 
occasion to say of the demon dt·ink this: 

~iquor <;orrtaminates everything that It touches. It unfits yon for 
busmess ; It degrades your manhood, undermines your vigor and lays 
waste yonr energies; it saps your vitality and loses for you the respect 
und confidence of your neighbors and friends.; it breaks your mother's 
heart and blots out your attachments for home ; it r·uins your hopes 
and prospects for a bright and happy life; it hastens your father to 
a sad and immature grave; it brings tears down the cheeks of mothers 

· and floods their hearts with misery and woe. Dearth and desolation 
are found ln the wake of whisky's course. It covers the land with 
misery and crime. It will curse your existence here on earth and 
finally land you in bell. 

Drink will take one on the road to ruin and make him a curse to the 
country that he calls hls home and a disgrace and a dishonor to the 
State ~at he loves. It will never do to drink; it has slain too many, 
reputations; it };la~ brought shame and despair and misery and want to 
too many homes; 1t has been the father of too many crimes ; it does not 
stop at the havoc und ruin of the poor, but, like a vile and slimy seF· 
pent, it crawls across the threshold of our fairest homes and leaves its 
desolation and ruin there. It creeps into our courts and defiles the 
~tr~~~.of justice; it invites famine and courts disaster. It won't do 

These are my sentiments still. 
But those opposing the passage of the joint resolution now, 

before ~e Rouse say, "Suppose we grant you all this, still 
we have no constitutional right to pass this resolution and help 
to make it a part of the fundamental law of the land, because 
it interferes with the personal liberty of the individual-his 
right to drink when he gets ready." Besides, they say that one 
of the main purposes of the Constitution of the United States 
was "to secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our pos· 
terity," and that if we inted'ere with a man's I'ight to make, 
use, or sell intoxicating beverages we interfere with the bless
ings of liberty vouchsafed him by ..Q_ur forefathers. To get 
before our minds clearly the terms of the resolution, I know you 
will pardon me if I read it once again: 

SECTION 1. The sale, manufacture for sale, transportation for sale, 
importation for sale of intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes in the 
United l:)tates and all territory subject to the jurisdiction thereof, and 
exportation for sale thereof, are forever prohibited. 

SEC. 2. The Congress, or the States. within their respective jurisdic
tions, shall have power to enforce this article by an · needful legis· 
lation. 

It v.ill be observed that this resolution deals only with the sale 
of liquor for beverage purposes 'and not its use. The question 
then· arises, Has the citizen a constitutional right to sell intoxl
cating liquors or to manufacture them for sale, or to keep a: 
saloon for the purposes of sale? If he has, then the Constitution, 
amended as provided for in this resolution, would deprive him 
of one of tbe "blessings of liberty "-one of his constitutional 
rights. Happily for us, the Supreme Court of the United States, 
as well as many of the highest courts in the various States o~ 
this Union, have passed on this identical quest~on . . 

The Supreme Court of the State of Indiana, quoting from 
Sherlock v. Stuart (B6 Mich., 1U3), aud citing with approval! 
Crowley v. Christen on (137 U. S., 86), says: · 

No one possesses an inalienable or constitutional right to keep It 
saloon for the sale of intoxicating liquor; to keep a saloon for the sale 
of intoxicating liquor is not a natural right . to pursue an ordinary caJI.
ing; there is no inherent right in a citizen to . thus sell intoxicating 
liquors by retail; it is not a privilege of a citizen of the State or ot 
the United States. 

There is no inherent right in the citizen or the State or the 
United States to sell intoA.'icating Uquors. 

The Supreme Court of Illinois, in Harrison against The People, 
in Two hundred and twenty-second Illinois, page ~50, says: 

It' must be conceded that the business of keeping a saloon or dram
shop is one which no citizen has a natural or inherent right to pursue. 

The Supreme Court of the United States, in Crowley against 
Christenson, One hundred and twenty-third United States, page 
205. speaking of the saloon, said: 

As it is a business attended with danger to the community, It may, as 
already said, be entirely prohibited. • 

The Supreme Court of illinois, in the case of Goddard against 
The President, in Fifteenth illinois, page 589, said: 

It is not sufficient to say that liquors are property, and their sale is 
as rrruch secured as that of any other property. Their sale for use as a 
common beverage and tippling Is hurtful and injurious to the pulJllc 
morals, good order, and well-being of society. Playing cards and other 
gaming instruments, and obscene books, prints, and pictures are like
wise property, and the same right of sale might as justly be claimed, 
yet no complaint is ·made that even the importation as well as the sale 
is forbidden. When we defend the sale of liquor for the purpose of 
tippling we surely draw our at•guments from our appetites and not our 
reason, observation, and expet·ience. We may carefully pt·otect the pub
lic morals and the pt·ofiigate from the evils of gaming, horse racing, 
cockfighting; fro.m the obscenity of prints and pictures; from horses 
and exhibitions of mountebanks and ropedancers; from the offensive 
smell of useful trades; and ..hogpens; from the manufacture and exhi
bition of fireworks and sq~ibs; from rogues, .idlet·s. vagabonds, and 
vagrants ; and from dailgers · of pestilence, contagion, and gunpowder; 
yet, according to the doctrine contended for, this right to vend a slow: 

. I 
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a;I sure poison as a common beverage must remain intact and not 
amenable to police regulat ions for· its suppression, a lthough all the other 
evils toaether wlll not des troy a ti t he of the numbet· of human lives 
nor produce more moml . degradation, or suffering, . wretchedness, and 
miset·y In the social rela tion or society, or paup~nSJ?, vag!anc:v:. and 
crime in the political community. or pecuniary destitutwn of mdivtduals 
and families than will the cons titutionally protected right of destroyin,g 
our neighbors and fellows for t he selfish end of our own individual pri
vate gain. I am utterly incapable of so regarding it as abov.e all the 
claims and interests of soci ety, the peace and welfare of famtlies, and 
especially above the police powers of government, and shall never be 
brought to acknowledge the sacredness and inviolability of its rights 
until I shall be able to forget all thal I have se~n, observed, known, and 
expel"ienced of its destructiveness of al! that 1~ estimable u_vpn earth. 
Viewing the great and irreparable mlschtef groWlDg out of thuf practice, 
I am not prepat·ed to say that another nuisance may not be added to the 
list, and that under the police powers society may find protection from 
its blighting curse. 
· Not only have ~ourts decide(} over and over again ~hat neither 
the individual, the State, nor the Nation has any mherent or 
constitutional right to manufacture for sale, import for sa!e, or · 
sell intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes-and that 1s all 
the resolution now before us provides for-but they have de
nounced its use in unmeasured terms. As an example of this, 
I cite the case of Pearsons against The International Distillery, 
reported in Seventy-second Iowa, page 348, where the court said: 

The evils flowing from intoxicating liquors arise wholly from its use 
as a beverage. But this use is widespread, reac~f?g all c~asses of the 
people and both sexes and every age. No condtbon of life ls wholly 
exempt therefrom. An enumeration of all the evils arising from the 
use of intoxlcatina liquors need not be attempted. They are numerous 
and affect the people collectively and individually. _Idleness, pover!J, 
pauperism, crime, insanity, disease, and the destr~cbon of human .life 
follow indulgence in the habit of using intoxicatmg drinks. Millions 
of our fellow countrymen are addicted to this habit, and of these 
millions become drunkards. Homes are broken up and domestic peace 
is destroyed by drunkenness. · · 

The pt=tsons almshouses, and institutions for the care of orphanage, 
insanity and 'affiiction are largely filled by the vice. These are evils, 
but not 'au of the evils, of the_ alcoholic habit, affecting the social con
ditions of the people and tbetr comfort and good morals. But other 
evils attending the use of intoxicating beverages afrect the State and 
its go'\"ernment. It is the prolific source of crime, pauperism, and 
insanity and thereby entails taxation to defray the expenses of the 
conviction and punishment of criminals and the support of almshouses, 
asylums, and hospitals. It deteriorates mentally and physically the 
human stock, rendering its victims, as "':ell as their progeny, _less capa
ble of bearing arms in defense of thetr· country and of disc~argmg 
other duties of citizens. Soldiers are unfitted for duty by It, and 
thereby battles have been lost and the liberty of nations, if not lost, 
has been imperiled. Tradition perpetuates, If history does not fully 
recor·d. the evils which have flowed from the alcohol habit o~ officers 
and soldiers in our Armies. Washington ·struggled with difficulties 
occnsioned by it, and .ot~er con;tmanders of later days have bad a like 
experience while patriOtic soldters have suffered on account of inebri
ety of officers in all branches of the military service. The appetite 
for strong drink possessed by so many of our countrymen, demands 
consta nt gratific~tion and the expenditure therefor of enormous sums 
of money thus creating a business-the keeping of saloons and dram
shops- in which are employed an immense number of men. Their 
business and their relations with the idle and dangerous classes of 
society give them great influence in public affairs. The municipal 
gover~ent of the cities, often burdened with debts and robbed by 
unfaithful and mercenary officers in all departments, gives evidence 
of the direction in which this influence is exerted. Thinking men of 

• the day largely concur in the opinion that the influence of the saloon 
and the idleness and vice of the multitude of its clientage united 
constitute the great peril of American institutions. We think none 
will deny that nothing but evil flows from this source. 

THE STATE RIGHTS STATESMAN. 

But the State rights statesmen say that the Federal Govern
ment has no right to prevent ·the manufacture or sale of intoxi
cating beverages; that that right, if they choose to exercise it, 
belongs to the States; that it is wholly within the police power 
of the States to say whether these things shall be done or not 
and that the Federal Government has no constitutional warrant 
to interfere in this matter. 

From the decisions already cited I ha.ve shown that the States 
have no n::J,tural or inherent right to sell intoxicating beverages, 
but if further proof is needed to show that the State has neither 
the reserved right nor the right under its police power to 
.authorize the sale of intoxicating liquors, I want to call your 
attention to the case of The State against Mississippi, reported 
in One hundred and first United States, page 814, wherein the 
Supreme Court of the United States said: 

No legislature can bargain away the public health or the public 
morals. The people themselves can not do it, much less their servants. 
GoYernment is organized with a view to their preservation and can not 
divest itself of the power to provide for them. 

The police power of the States extends only to the protection 
of the li>es, limbs, health, comfort, and property of the citizens 
within the State, and not the destruction of them. In other 
words, the police power is a protecti>e power and not a destruc
tive power. Its mission is to save, not to destroy ; and how 
can the States better save themselves or the United States 
Government better save itself than in_ the destruction of th,e 
evil of intemperance? 

THE GENERAL-WELFARE CLAUSE OF THE .CONSTITUTIO~. 

· And has not the Federal Government gpt a right to save 
itself? Has it not got the power under the " general-welfare" 

clause of the Constitution, if nowhere else, to reach out and 
grapple with the monster that is sapping its very foundation, 
seeking its utter destruction? 

Has it not upon di>ers occasions exercised this power when 
its necessity was not so great as now? Has it not upon occa
sions more than one, answering the cry of State rights states
men, extended a helping hand in the destruction of the boll 
weevil of Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, and other sections of 
the South? Has it not spent already over $2,000,000 in its de
struction? Did not State rights statesmen applaud the enter
prise? Nothing heard about State rights then. 

Every time a pesky tick straddles the back of a mangy steer 
in any of the barren wastes of the sunny South, has not the 
State rights statesman risen up in consternation and yelled to 
Uncle Sam for help? And has not Uncle Sam been generous 
in expending hundreds of thousands of dollars to eradicate the 
tick? No question raised about State rights then. 

UNCLE SAM L'W THE HOG CHOLERA. 

And did not Uncle Sam only last year, by the authority of no 
less a body than Congress itself, appropriate in a bill, which 
was hastily signed by the President, $500,000 to stop the hog 
cholera in the Middle West? And did not the State rights states
men of Arkansas, Iowa, Nebraska, and Missouri applaud that 
generous act on the part of Uncle Sam? Nothing said by them 
about State rights then. · 

UNCLE SAM AND THE HOOF-AND~MOUTH DISEASE. 

And is there not a crusade now on, by no less authority than 
the Government of the United States itself, against the hoof
and-mouth disease, which is afllicting the cattle of our country? 
And has not the Secretary of .Agriculture already expended over 
$1,000,000 in the suppression of that epidemic? And will not 
the United States Government be called upon to spend many 
millions more for the cattle already destroyed by its authority? 

Is it good common sense and good State rights doctrine for 
the National Government to spend millions of money every 
year in killing boll weevils, destroying ticks, and saving sick 
hogs, while not a copper goes to suppress the demon drink, 
which is filling our prisons, despoiling our homes, and damning 
our children? Is it good common sense and good State rights 
doctrine for the Federal Government to spend millions of money 
in determining what to feed the horse and how to care !or the 
cow, especially when afllicted with the hoof"and-mouth disease, 
while nothing is done for the hoof-and-mouth disease of niillions 
of human beings-our own countrymen-a mouth disease that is 
ever recurring and that can only be assuaged by that which 
destroys its victim, and a foot disease that sends every year 
1,000,000 drunkards and 4,000,000 heavy drinkers from neglected 
duties and unembraced opportunities to homes despoiled by 
their misdoings and dishonored by their misdeeds? 

Is it good State rights doctrine and good common sense to 
deprive the States the right to vote on a question so vital to 
their welfare as the liquor question? All the proponents of the 
so-called Hobson resolution are asking is, that the matter be 
referred to the States and that they have a right to vote on the 
question as to whether or not the Federal Constitution shaH be 
amended as provided in the resolution. 

.Al\IEXDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION. 

Article V of the Federal Constitution provides that Congress 
by a two-thirds vote can propose amendments to the Qonstitn
tion, which shall become effective only when ratified by the leg
islatures of three-fourths of the several States. It will there
fore take at least a majority vote of the. legislatures of 36 

· States to ratify the proposed amendment. Whatever the views 
of the various Members of Congress as to the merits of this 
resolution, the States have a right to pass upon it; and to give 
the States that right is all that we, who favor the resolution, are 
asking. And those who are asking. it, if not praying for it, con
stitute a majority of the citizenship of this country. Within 
the last year over 6,000,000 petitions have been sent to Congress 
asking for the passage of this resolution. Priest and pastor 
throughout the length and breadth of this land have joined 
hands in making this request. In the main, the Christian peo
ple of the entire country are for the passage of this resolution. 
The better thought of the land and country is that the Federal 
Government should dissolve partnership with the liquor busi
ness; that it should wash its hands of and forever divorce it
self from that unholy alliance; that the revenues derived from 
such a source would be infinitely better for the welfare of our 
common country if gotten in some other way and from some 
other source; that their cost in money, in blighted homes-slain 
reputations and ruined lives, saying nothing of the long train 
of crime, and misery, and poverty, and want, and woe that fol
low in the wake of whisky's course is <>nt of all proportion to 
the value of the revenues derived therefrom. [Applause.] 

,_ -.. 
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1\Ir. VOLSTEAD. :Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder of pa ed, because the question of uenlin~ with liquor was one 
my time. for State control from every conceivable angle. We heeded 

~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~s~3~0~m~~~u~~~-~~-~tbcir ·d~nd~andinafuwbri~m~llish~etbeyoomeand 
1\Ir. HE!-iRY. 1\Ir. Speaker, with a century gone e g os o importune us to reverse our cour e, stuftify our judgment, and 

Alexander Hamilton stalks into the House of American Repre- take away the last Yestige of State control over the liquor traf~ 
sentatiyes to reincarnate the doctrine of a consolidated Federal fie. For 20 years they had stood in the storm of contest and 
GoYernment. Against the heresy of his teaching I inYoke the controversy und proclaimed that this question belonged to the 
spirit of Thomas Jeffer on, the immortal Democrat: Gentlemen State , and that Congress would be guilty of a denial of ju tice 
haYe undertaken to brush aside the principle of State rights and not to remand it to that forum for settlement. We should not 
State soyereignty and haYe addressed themselves solely to the forget it; and I predict when the American people thoroughly 
question of the baneful effects of alcohol and the eYils of in- understand the is ne they will stay the hands of those who, 
temperance. I am not willing for the issue thus formed to be like iconoclasts, would destroy State ·overeignty and resurrect 
the test. the terrible doctrine of a consolidated Federal Government at 

The time has come for plain speech, and I hesitate not in the National Capital. Away with the lleresy! I fear not to 
calling upon my brethren of the Democratic faith to pause and defy it and go forth to the American people of every State and 
take their bearings. This as ault on the integrity of State itn·ok'e their Terdict and judgment when the rights of the State 
supremacy and local self-government is now at high tide, and are thus on trial. · 
from this day forth will wane and perish. The time has come 'I'be people were not willing to surrender this power when the 
when we as RepresentatiYes should stand and defend the rights Government wa formed in 1789. They will not agree to sur
of the States and the reserved soYereignty of our people. render it to-day, and, furthermore, the American people never 

I challenge the Hobson amendment and arraign its purport will surrender their right to control dome tic concerns and to 
and intent as unsound, ruinous, and utterly impracticable, if retain their unsurrendered police powers. [Applau e.] 
proposed and ratified. Permit me to quote what was said before a committee of 

Nation-wide prohibition would be an empty and idle dream, Congress. This is from the bead and front of those who ad
would undermine State goyernment and debauch the wise doc- TOcated the Webb State-rights legi lation. The Rev. Dr. Ed· 
trine of State sovereignty. Hence, for these· reasons, I unhesi- win C. Dinwiddie and those agreeing with him come to-day 
tatingly attack it and undertake to show that it is indefensible and demand that we face about, strike a death blow to the in
from eyery standpoint and should to-day have promptly admin- berent powers of the people, and transfer them to the National 
i tered to it by this House of liberty-loving Americans the just Capital. His exact language is as fo1lows: 
sentence of death. We are asking for no more than is fair and right under the con-

While invoking the spirit of Thomas Jefferson, permit me to stitutional powers of Congress when we ask that Congress hall so 
read a line from his first inaugural address. In stating the legislate upon the subject as that the States toilL have complete jluis
.... eneral principles of goyernment, amongst them he enumerated dictio,l over the subject Within their o10n bord&Js. 

the cardinal one as of greatest importance, to wit, the sover- Their fight culminated in victory, and we remanded the sub
eignty and supremacy of State governments in all their rights. ject of controlling intoxicating liquors to the exclusive jnri die-
He said: · tion of the respecti,-e States. There it should remain as long a 

The support of the State governments in all their rights as the most we loTe republican institutions and individual rights. 
competent administrators for our domestic concerns and the surest It is edifying to further quote from the Rev. Dr. Edwin C. 
bulwru·ks against antirepublican tendencies- Dinwiddie, who emphasized, iterated, and reiterated his po-
iS the test of genuine Democracy. sition when appealing to a oommittee of Congress for State-

That was sound Democracy when our party sprang into being rights legislation. He proceeds: 
almost wlth the birth of the Constitution. It is as sound and I need not emphasize before this committee the value to the State 
important to-day as it was when republican institutions came to or what are commonly termed their police powers. They are vttal to 
ble s mankind. their prosperity and integrity • • •. All of the e cases cited b · 

Allow me to read from a distinguished Democrat of this gen- me go to show the absolute necessity tor the exercise of this J)owcr 
eration who ha linked his political life with that of Thomas by the States. 
Jefferson. He said: And he continues, quoting from the opinion of the Supreme 

Tbe States are even more needed than they formerly were for the Court and cordially approving it: 
administration of domestic aliairs. As a matter ol theory that govern- The reserve power ol the States to guard the health, moral , and 
ment is best which is nearest the people. · If there is any soundness at safety or their people is more vital to the existence of society than 
all in the doctrine of self-government, the people can act most Intelli- their power in respect to trade and commerce. having no possible con-
gently upon matters wlth which they are most familiar. nection with those subjects. 

And again, a little later on, this same great Democrat reiter- And finally, with great emphasis, be quotes Mr. Justice Gray • 
a ted the principle as follows: 

One of .Jefferson's reasons for supporting State governments In all to this effe~t: 
their rights was that thev were the surest bulwark against antirepub- The police power is inherent in the States, t·esen:etl to tllcm 1JJJ 
lican tendencies. These antirepublican tendencies exist to-day, and the the Constitution, and necessar11 to their ezistence as organi::ecl gor
bulwark can not be dispensed with. • • • A systematic absorp- ernments. 
tion of power by the FedE.'ral Government would not only cause dlscon- And the r·everend doctor· caps the Cll'ma:x: by m' dor·si'ng tht',• tent and weaken the attachment of the people for the Government, but 
a withdrawal of power !tom the State would breed lndi.trerence to public further language of the decision: 
all'airs-the forerunner of despotism. • • • The demand (or the 
cnlargemerlt of the FedcmZ Government comes tram ttco sources, viz, The power of reguJatlng or prohibiting the manufacture and sale or 
ft·om those tolw believe •with Hamilton in the tlleo1·y of centralization intoxicating liquors appropriately belong • as a branch of the police 
and f1·om those tcho wan-t legislation which the State-rights doctrine power, to the legislatures of the several States and can be judlc1ously 
obstructs. and ell'ectively exercised by them alone, accot·ding to theil• views oC 

In Supl·eme thought nnd plat'n speech William J. Brvan took public policy and local needs, and can not practically, H it can con
.... " stitutionally, be wielded by Congress as part of a national and uniform 

his stand and fights by the side of the greatest constructive system, 

Democrat the world has yet known. And in closing his contentions be puts his stamp of appro>al 
. The people of this Republic are not ready to abandon their on the State rights doctrine, the wisdom and propriety of the 
right to control domestic concerns, and Representatives need policy, in this strong language: 
not deceive themselve. under the spell of this national probibi-
ti · 1 L t t !leagues this day that e I have adverted to the police powers of the States, and In the extracts · on liDPU e. e · me say 0 my co w from the foregoing judicial opinions have sought to empha ize their 
are now asked to reyer e the cour e which led us to pass the importance at this juncture, because it is important to bear in mlnd 
Webb bill. We all recall that a little more than one year ago that these powers are vitally necessary to the integrity of civil govern
the adherents of temperance and prohibition came to Congress ment and to show that they u..re best exercised by the States them-

selves. In fact, ttnder our system of Government they can be exercisccl. 
nnd urged that the question of dealing with liquor was purely by no other authority. • • • 'l'he reason tor this is that wo beUevo 
a local one for the States and had no place in the domain of that the States, 'Which Tmow their conditions ancl their needs and are 
Federal jurisdiction. They proceeded to the Judiciary Commit- 1Jcst able. to provide far the satety, ltealth, and morals at their people, 

attght to have a1JsoZute ancZ untranunelert control at this subject matter, 
tee and said this problem wa . one of the sovereign power of ana it is due from Oong,·ess to cooperate to that encZ ancl thtLs furnisl~; 
the States, and that the Feueral Government should loosen it what Mt·. Justice Johnson called. in his concurrent opinion in the G11J
grasp and touch no aspect of it. That committee reported the bans v. Ogden case, u a frank and candid cooperation Jar tllc general 
Webb bill, and then the Committee on Rules were besought for good." 
a special rule for the consideration of tbat measure. The Com- So, Mr. Speaker; if Dr. Dinwiddie and his adherents were 
mittee on Rule wns evenly balanced, and as chairman it was right in their demand for the Webb law. which remnnded this 
my proud privilege to cast t11e deciding vote in favor of the question to the excluE>ive jurisdiction of the States, aU the logie 
}.'ule to bring before the House for consideration this · Jegisla· and refinement of reasoning ever advanced by man can not 
tion so near the hearts and prayers of the temperance advo- justify their positiqn taken here this day in favor of the Hobson 
cates. They stoutly contended that the Webb bill should be national prohibition amendment. 
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AS DE}{(f.CRATS OUR DUTY DEMANDS A.DHEJlENCE TO STATE SOVEREIG~TY. 

Mr. Speaker, here is a book entitled " The Republic of Repub
lics," written by B. J. Sage, Esq., a great lawyer of the New 
Orleans bar._ No living human being can read this volume and 
succes~~hallenge his defense of State rights and State 
~overeignty. It should convel't every inte-llect reading it wHh 
honest intent. . · . 

When the Constitution was handed down from Philadelphia 
to the respective States in their conventions for ratification, the 
States halted before passing their ordinances ratifying the same. 
Thomas Jefferson from across the sea had said, "You ha>'e not 
sufficiently guarded the States in their rights and have not 
preserved their sovereignty." Gov. Hancock, of Massachusetts, 
suggested to Samuel Adams, a signer of the Declaration of In
dependence, that something in the nature of the first 10 ameJ:!,d
ments should be agreed to before the Con~titution was ratified 
by the States. In pursuance with these suggestions, the amend
ments were proposed which were subsequently acquiesced in 
by all the States. So fearful were our fathers that State 
rights and State sovereignty were not preserved in the original 
Constitution. it was with the utmost difficulty that the friends 
of that instrument saved it from defeat. Washington, Hamil
ton, Madison, Wilson, Dickinson, Coxe, Sherman, Ellsworth, 
Adams Ames Parsons, Patterson, Livingston, Pendleton, John 
.Marsh~ll, and many others answered the objections by asserting 
and proving the absolute sovereignty of the States and the 
vicarious· and subordinate charactel' of the Federal Government. 
With strong arguments for the Constitution from these great 
men, the Federal system barely escaped disastrous defeat in the 
larger States. Massachusetts in her convention ratified the 
Constitution by a majority of only 19 in a con;ention of 355 
members; New Hampshire, by 11 out of 103; New York. by a 
majority of only 3 in 57; and Virginia, by a scant majority of 
10 nrnongst 168 delegates. North Carolina, now the horne of the 
distinguished chairman of the Judiciary Committee [Mr. 
WrnB], and Rhode Island rejected the Constitution by over
whelming majorities, because they did not believe State rights 
and State sovereignty had been safeguarded in the Constitu
tion. Indeed, many historians of that day think that a vast 
majority of the people of the respective States would hn Ye re
jected the Co:Jstitution on the ground that it encroached too 
rnucb on the rights of the people if it had b~en submitted to a 
popular vote. 

On May 10, 1789, the governor and council of North Carolina 
addressed congratulations to Washington, who had been elected 
President, and still refused to come into the Union. On June 
19, 17 9, Washington replied to thejr· congra-tulatory communi
cation and urged that tbey enter the sisterhood of States. .A.t 
a later date North Carolina caroe into the Union after the 10 
amendments had been proposed and ratified. However, she re
ser;ed her rights as a sovereign State. 

.A.nd Massachusetts, tardy in agreement, in specific and strong 
language, laid down a principle for other States to follow, to 
wit: 

Tlwt the people of this Contmom:vea'ltlb have the sole and e:ecll£sive 
t•ight of governing themselves as a free, sove.reigtt, and indepen clent 
State. 

This was the principle chel'ished and laid down by our fathers 
at the beginning of this Government. For more than a hundred 
years we have loved that doctrine, and I am not willing this day 
to fling it to the winds to gratify those who believe in national 
prohibition n.nd are ready to sacrifice the most sacred principles 
of Government ever held by man since the dawn of history 
began. Our ancestry inherited and reestablished State sover
eignty. We have cherished it from tbe beginning of our Gov
m·nment, and when the sober second thought comes upon the 
American people t:pey will Fenew their allegiance to that faith, 
and national prohibition amendments and· all such doctr1nes 
must perish from their consideration. 

Several of the original thirteen States, by specific and· un
equiYocal language in their constitutional conventions, stated 
their position. Permit me to illustrate their course by using the 
words of the most populous State in th~ Union of this day and 
one of the greatest at that time. New York in her ordin-ance 
ratifying the Constitution asserted: 

. That the powers of government may be REASSU~llJD l)y the people 
whensoever it shall become necessary to tlleir happiness; that every 
power, jurisdiction, and right which is not b.y the said Constitution 
cle::uly delegated to the Congress of the United States, or the depart
ments of the Government thereof, r emains to tt.e people of the several 
States, or to their respective State governments, to whom they may have 
granted the same; and that those clauses. in the said Constitution which 
declare that Congress shall . not have or exercise certain powers do IWt 
imply that Congress is entitled to any powers not given by the said 
Constitution, but sueh clauses ~re to be constru-ed either as- exceptions 
to ·eertain specified powers or as inserted for great& caution., 

.A.nd Virginia followed in her wake by using this language: 
Tl1at the power granted under the Constitution, being derived from 

the people of the United States, may be RESUMED by them whenever 
the same shall be perverted to their injury or oppression . . 

.A.nd the State of New Hampshire said in her constitution: 
That lrer people have the right, whenever they deem it necessary to 

prevent the ends of government from bting pet·verted or to preserve 
public liberty, to reframe the old or establish a new Government. 

If these reservations bad not been made by the ratification of 
the first 10 amendments and secured by ordinances as tbe \ari
ous States ratified the Constitution, the States would not have 
entered the Union. and if they bad b~en violated in that early
day tire States would hn.ve walked out with a unanimity that 
would ha;e testified to their irrevocable allegiance to State 
sovereignty. 

We may well raise the question here for our deep concern 
and consideration as to whether we· now ba\e. the power to rob 
the States and the people therein of their supreme sovereignty 
and inalienable rights by such an · amendment as this, unless 
there i'S 1maninwus agreement amongst every State of the 
Union. However, aside from any constitutional or legal points 
here involved, I am not willing, as a matter of policy, to take 
these reserTed rights away from · the people of my State or any 
other State in the Union. It was not contemplated when the 
thirteen States entered into a solemn compact and assumed con
tractual obligations toward one another. It was not good faith 
in that day to t·ob the States of their t·ights, ana it is not good 
/(Lith to 1wge- that three-fourths of the States shall take au;ay 
the resen;ed pmcers and sovereignty of the States cons-tituting 
this llepublic. 

So, 1\Ir. Spe.aker, let us turn our faces to the future, highly 
resolved that we will stand by the ancient landmarks of democ
racy, the Constitution of our fathers, and the traditions tbat 
have made us great, and that will yet bring ns grenter prog
ress, prosperity, and happiness. 

One o'f my colleagues speaks of what be desires for Texas. 
Pel'mit me to remind this House that thrice Texas has voted 
on the prohibition question, and has entered her decree against 
it. Permit me to state that in Texas we are not ready for the 
State of Wyoming to say to the people of Texas that they shall 
assist in framing 011r domestic law and how we shall exercise 
our police jurisdiction. Nor do we wish to say to Wyoming 
that she shall enact certain domestic laws and direct h.er 
police powers along certain lines. 

If you reverse the proposition contained in this amendment 
and urge that we shall vote for an amendment providing 
antiprohibition in every State of the Union, I am not willing 
to accept this converse of the Hobson amendment. It would 
not appeal to me if I knew that e\ery State in the Union 
would' ratify it, because I wish to leave States free t() act for 
themselves. 

The gentleman from Illinois [1\lr. MANN} made a great argu
ment this afternoon, and' I quite agree with him that when 
you take their right away from the States, when you remove· 
the Government far from the pMple, a Nation-wide prohibition 
law would become a farce. [.Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, gentlemen ba\e. allowed the dogma of national 
prohibition to stampede them. Love of my State will prevent 
me giving my consent to a constitutional amendment which 
would authorize sending Federal officers, spies, satraps, iii1d 
intermeddlers into every home throughout Texas. I am against 
it. On the eternal principles of Democracy I stand with Thomas 
Jefferson. with Arrdrew Jackson, with Jefferson Davis, with 
William J. Bryan,. and with that great Democrat in the White 
House to-dJ.y, Woodrow Wilson. [Applause.] The President 
has written a letter against Nation-wide prohibition, and yields 
his allegiance to the doctrine of State rights. His letter 
in·veighs against State prohibition and advocates the integrity 
of States and localities. In the early nineties l\fr. Bryan voted 
against State-wide prohibition in Nebraska, and in 1908, by· 
interview .for the benefit of the American people, said he was 
against Nation-wtde prohibition. In that statement he hugged 
to his bosom the cherished doctrines of Jefferson, defining the 
meaning of local self-goyernment and the right of the people 
to ruie in every locality. . 

I am against State-wide prohibition and Nation-wide prohibi
tion, and am not willing to stab the vitals of our U.epublkan 
insti tutions and turn over the destinies of a hundred million5J 
of people to Federal officials sent out from Washington. 

· If you were to propose this a-mendment to the Yarious States, 
I would vote against it, because. aside from any constitutional 
question or any legal proposition involved, my belief is the people 
can control their affairs in eacb State· better than they ca.n be 
administered from Washington. 
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After a while some one will propose a constitutional amend
ment against the sepnrate-coach laws in the various States. 
They wi11 seek an amendment providing that certain States 
shall not h:n·e separate schools and churches ~nd graveyards, 
and that the races shnll not be separated socially, and that there 
shall be no State laws against the intermarriage of the races. 
Next it will be proposed that there shall be a national con
stitutional amendment to blot out the red-light districts in the 
cities throughout the land. All these things should remain in 
the grasp of the people of the States subject to their will and 
control. 

Mr. Speaker, before " proposing" this amendment we must 
first determine in our representati•e capacity that it is " neces
sary," as provided by the express language of the Constitution, 
in Article V, specifying how amendments may be secured. We 
have been told that we should vote to submit the proposed 
amendment to the people, whether we favor it or not; that we 
should refer it to the people and give them a chance to vote on 
it; that the people haYe the right to amend the Constitution; 
and that propositions to amend it should be referred to them 
for such action as they may choose to take. But the Constitu
tion prescribes how it may be aoended, and it can be done in 
no other way; and it provides, not for submitting amendments 
to the people, but for "proposing" them to the legislatures 
oi the several States or to conventions in the se•eral States for 
ratification. They may be proposed by Congress or by a con
•ention called by Congress upon the application of the legisla
tures of two-thirds of the States. But the Constitution does not 
provide for their submission to a •ote of the peovle. And we 
have been told that we should vote for it to let the States act 
upon it and exercise their so•ereign right to amend the Con
stitution. 

~rhere are two methods provided in the Constitution for pro
posing amendments to it-one by Congress whenever two-thirds 
of both Houses deem it "necessary," the other by a com·ention 
which shall be called for that purpose upon the application of 
two-thirds · of the States. It is not necessary for Congress to 
propose in order to gi\e the people of the States the opportunity 
to amend. The Constitution authorizes not the submission 
but the "proposing" of amendments by Congress, and then only 
when two-thirds of both Houses deem it "necessary." 

THE POLICE POWER. 

Air. Speaker, from the beginning of our Go\ernment to the 
present day the police power of the State has. beeri absolute in 
its control of the liquor question. 

Judge Cooley, in speaking of the police power of the States, 
says: 

The police power of a State, in a comprehensive sense, embraces its 
whole system of internal regulation by which the State seeks not only 
to preserve the public order and to prevent offenses against the State, 
but also to establish for the intercourse of citizens with citizens those 
rules of good manners and good neighborhood which are calculated to 
prevent a conflict of rights and to insure to each the uninter-rupted 
enjoyment of his own, su far as is reasonably consistent with a llke 
enjoyment of rights by others. 

From the inception of our Go'i·ernment to the present day the 
regulation of the liquor traffic has been one of the conceded 
police powers of the yarious States of the Union. In e•ery case 
before the Supreme Court of the United States in which any 
question of the regulation of the liquor traffic has been under 
consideration there has been reiteration by the court of this 
doctrine. It lws ne•er been denied, but always conceded, and 
the reasons for the rule have never been questioned. 

For more than 20 years all proposed legislation in Congress 
intending to restrict the liquor traffic has been urged upon the 
single principle that the seu:eral States of the Union should 
be supreme in their control of the liquor traffic. In the License 
Cases it was urged that liquor shipped in interstate commerce 
should not be beyond the police powers of the State by reason 
of their interstate commerce character. From the date of the 
1wssage of the so-called Wilson Act (August 8, 1890) it has been 
consistently m·g~tccl by the temperance advocates with great 
force a11d effect at every session of Congress that the absolute 
control of the liquor question should be left to the police 110tcc1·s 
of the State. 

Tiedeman, in his treatise on "States and Federal Control of 
Persons and Property in the United States," in discussing the 
tenth amendment to the Constitution of the United States and 
the police powers of the United States, uses this language: 

In a:a ordinary cases of police powers the meaning and legal effect 
of the tenth amendment is clear, viz, that unless the exercise of a 
particulat· polic" power is granted to the United States Government, 
expres ly or by necessa1·y implication, the power resides in the State 
government, and may be exercised by it unless the State constitution 
prohibits its· exercise. It may, therefore, be stated as a general proposi
tion that icith a tetfl exceptions, which are mentioned in the succeeding 
l'lections, the police potcer in the United States is located in t11e States. 
'rhe ::!tate is intrusted with tbc d-.:~ty of enacting and maintaining all 

those internal regulations 1ohich are necessary to,· the 1J1·eser·vation a11d 
the prevention of injury to the r-ights of others. 

A very recent statement that the liquor question belongs to 
the States was made by Gov. Simeon l!1 Baldwin, of Connecti
cut, former professor of law at Yale College, chief justice of the 
Connecticut Supreme Court, and president of the American Bar 
Association, in a letter dated October 12, 1914, addressed to Mr. 
J. H. Mansfield, chairman of the temperance and citizenship 
committee of the New Haven Chdstian Endeavor Union. Ir. 
Mansfield asked the governor whether, if elected to the Senate 
of the United States, he would support the Hobson prohibition 
resolution. He replied: 

The prohibition of tbe manufacture or sale of intoxicating liquors 
within its borders is within the authority of every State. For that no 
constitutional amendment is necessary. BUT A co:ssTITUTIONAL AMEXD
MENT TO GIVE THE SA"hiE POWER TO THE UNI'l'ED STATES WOULD SER"(
OUSLY DISTURB THE BALANCE BETWEEN THI!l STATE AND THE NATIO:<i, 

H would transfer an important function of the State to the Federal 
Government. 

IT WOULD TAKE AWAY .A PART OF THE STATE'S SOVEREIGNTY OVER HER 
CITIZENS. 

IT WOULD TEm> STI!ONGLY TOWARD REPLACING OUR CONSTITUTIONAL 
SCIIEMEJ BY ANOTHER MORE LIKE THAT OF GER:!IlANY OR CANADA OR 
AUSTRIA.-HUXGARY. 

It would fortify the national sovereignty AS AGAI~ST THE SOVER
EIG~TY OF TTIE PEOPLE OF THE SEVERAL STATES. It WOUld SO ~ar forth 
cenh·alize political power. ' ' 

l·r WOULD BE UNWISE TO FORCE UPO~ .ANY STATE BY A NATION-WIDE 
PROHIBITORY LAW A POLICY WHICH IT MAY DISAPPROVFl BECAUSE DEEM
ING IT U ·suiTED TO ITS PAilTICULAR CIRCUt.ISTANCES A:XD CONDITIONS. 
WHAT A MINORITY OF POPULATION M.AY DO FOR .A MAJORITY, .AND WHAT 

12 STATES UUST SUB;)liT TO IN SUCH EVE:XTS, 
There are 12 States which could not prevent the ratification 

of an amendment to the Constitution if submitted by Congress: 
Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Pennsyl\ania, Ohio, In
diana, Michigan, Missouri, Illinois, Kentucky, Texas, and Cali
fornia. 

These facts are interesting: 
Population United States, 1910. 

Total for United States-------------------------- 91, 072, 26G Twclve States ________________ :__________________ 50,55~005 

Presidential 1:ote, 191'Z. 
United States----------------------------------- 15, 030, 300 
Twelve States--------------------· ... -----··------ 9, 253, 230 

House of Rep1·esentati'l;es. 
Whole number of Representatives__________________ 435 
From 12 States--------------------------------- 238 
From 36 States--------------------------------- 107 

Schooz censtts, 1910. 
Attending pulJiic school in United States____________ 17, 646, 877 
Attending public school in _12 States--------------- 9, 351, 897 

A l1 tarm property, 1910. 
United States----------------------------------- $40, 9!)1, 44!l, 090 
Twelve States----------------------------------- 18, 552, 127, 444 

* * * * * * • UUST THE RIGHTS OF STATES BE EFFACED? IS REGARD FOR STATE 
SOVEREIGNTY GONE? 

l\lr. Speaker, the joint resolution proposes a complete de
parture from our accepted theories of government. Its adoption 
will inaugurate an agitation Nation wide which will obscure 
and push to the background important policies and retard the 
enactment of legislation and reforms awaiting olution by Con
gress. It will be made an absorbing issue in the legislatures 
of the 48 States. Not one of these States is denied the power 
to prohibit within its borders the manufacture, sale, or use of 
alcoholic beverages, and provision is made for local option in 
each subdivision of the States. The machinery is at hand to 
~press the wish of the people in the smallest political unit in 
each State. Under the laws of these Stutes, each one desiring 
prohibition can have it if the majority of the people so decree. 

The ample provision made by the States to provide an e..'\:pres
..sion of opinion by the people on this subject, its adoption by 
some, its rejection by others, leads to the irresistible conclusion 
that the object of the present resolution is to force upon Stntes 
opposed to prohibition something they do not want. 

It means that Texas will be called upon to interfere in the 
domestic affairs of North Dakota, of New York, of Califoruia, 
States nnd peoples with whom Texas ha but little acquaintance. 

It introduces into our national life a police regulation wllich 
we have heretofore wisely left to the determination of the 
individual State. If successful, it will force upon communities 
and people things they do not want, and do it in the most 
obnoxious way. 

The United States has a population of 100,000 000, and is 
divided into 48 States. Climatic conditions, occupations, man
ner of living, economic, social, religious, and educational affairs 
are diversified. We have drawn our people from the great 
nations of the earth and the national melting pot has not yet 
proved entirely effective, us we observe from tlle racial preju
dices aroused by the world tragedy now being enacted in Europe. 
We have but recently witnessed the disastrous effect of the 
attempt to fasten· upon some unhappy people the domination of 

.. 
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a foreign Government. In lesser degree this resolution proposed 
to do the same thing in the United States, to force upon certain 
communities things they do not desire a·nd take from them the 
power to regulate their personal affairs. The Anglo-Saxon can 
not rule the Teuton nor the Teuton the Latin. Why should a 
representative from the State of Texas, the southernmost border 
of the Republic, attempt to dictate to a citizen of Illinois, who 
is not related by association, by environment, by habits of life, 
or political point of view? It was not intended by the fore
fathers that Virginia should control the internal affairs or 
police regulations of Massachusetts or that Massachusetts should 
dictate to the Old Dominion the conduct of her citizens in the 
smaller matters of what her people should eat or drink or wear. 

Mr. Speaker, there should be no misapprehension of the object 
. of this law; it intends, and its advocates desire, that it should 
force upon many States conditions and laws they do nc ~ wish. 

In my own State of Texas thrice by direct vote of all the 
people State-wide prohibition was defeated. So this is an at
tempt to have the Congress give us something we have again 
and again decided we do not want. 

We can trust the enlightened electorate of each State to pass 
a.ll necessary laws for their domestic control. 

Why not establish a national police force for our great cities? 
Why not ha Ye police judges appointed by the President? Do 
we want the United States marshals entering our homes to 
search for and seize a bottle of whisky? 

Shall we cro"d the United States courts with cases against 
men selling or drinking alcoholic beverages? 

It will require an army of marshals and a brigade of new 
judges to enforce national prohibition. 

It wil1 raise vexing questions of authority and jurisdiction 
between the Federal and State GoYernments. 

Shall the Federal Government next be asked to take national 
control of our insane wards, of our blind, or deaf, or other 
eleemosynary institutions, or the red-light districts? 

If the Federal GoYernment is called to regulate, to correct, 
or punish the petty vices of our citizens, why not abolish all 
State goYernments, destroy State boundaries, and let Congress 
make the laws for all the States? When that times comes, we 
take the first step in the substitution of a monarchy for a 
republic. Hamilton's consolidated government will be realized. 

A national force bill providing for the supervision of State 
elections by United States marshals was at one time proposed to 
this Congress. This force bill was identical in theory with the 
bill now under discussion. It was an attempt of the Federal 
Governn,.ent to interfere with the sovereign power of the State, 
and its defeat was brought about by an outraged public senti
ment coming from both North and South. 

WHAT ANDREW JACKSON THOUGHT. 

Jackson was right when he said: 
In the domestic policy of this Government there are two objects 

which especially deserve the attention of the people and their Repre
sentatives, and wnich have been and will continue to be the subjects 
of my increasing solicitude. They are the preservation of the rights 
of the several States and the integrity of the Union. 

• • • • • • • 
1\Iy experience in public concerns and the observation of a life some

what advanced confirm the opinion long since imbibed by me that the 
destruction of our State governments or the annihilation of their control 
over the local concerns of the people would lead directly to revolution 
and anarchy and finally to despotism and military domination. In pro
portion, therefore, as a genetal government encroaches upon the rights 
of the States, in the same proportion does it impair its own power and 
detract from its abil!ty to fulfill the purposes of its creation. 

Mr. Speaker, what would tliis old soldier have said if it had 
been proposed in his time that the Federal Government should go 
into the mall business of regulating saloons and placing Federal 
officials throughout the various States in the business of spying 
out the · petty vices of men, a gigantic Federal secret service 
with a hundred thousand inquisitive eyes looking into the pri
vate dwellings of men to prevent the use of proscribed bever
ages? 

National prohibition means a Federal police force to enforce 
prohibition. The logic can not be escaped. 

New York -City alone requires 7,000 policemen. How many 
Federal policemen will it require to enforce national prohibi
tion? It will require more men than our present standing 
Army, and will place in the hands of the Federal Government a 
vast political power that, when improperly used, can control 
elections and return to office the men decided upon by the ap-
pointing power. · 

Such interference in the personal affairs of men is resented 
even when undertaken by a State government. When force is 

. attempted by nonresidents of a State it will breed riot and 
rebellion. 

JEFFERSON STA.TES THE QUINTESSENCE OF DE:UOCRATIC FAITH. 

Jefferson said : 
Our country is too large to have all its affairs directed by a single 

government. Public servants at such a distance and from under the 

eyes of their constituents must from the circumstance of distance be 
unable to administer and overlook all the details necessary for the good 
government of the citizens, and the sam!;! circumstance, by rendering 
detection impossible to their constituents, will invite the public agents 
to corruption, plunder, and waste. · 

Again he said : 
It is not by the consolidation or centralization of powers, but by 

their distribution that good government is effected. Were .not this 
great country already divided into States, that division must be made 
that each might do for itself what concerns itself directly and what it 
can so much better do than a distant authority. 

Again be asserted: 
When all government, domestic and foreign, in little as in great 

things, shall be drawn to Washington as the center of all power, it will 
render powerless the checks pt·ovided of one government on another and 
will become as venal and oppressive as the government from which we 
separated . 

Is there such danger from intemperance that we should take. 
from the State its control and lodge that power in Washington? 
Have we such little confidence in the morality, the statecraft 
of our various governors and legislatures, that we must say to 
them, "You are incompetent; you are derelict; you are unfit to 
handle your own affairs in the matter of drinking or not drink
ing; you can not be h·usted with this discretion "? 

Shall Representatives be called upon to pass laws essentially 
of State effect, or shall we trust the members of the legisla
tures to do the work they have done ever sfnce the foundation 
of our Government? 

.Ur. Speaker, there are certain powers that are wisely dele
gated to the Federal Government and other powers reserved 
for the States. 
WOODROW WILSO~ IN MODER~ DAYS LJ:NXS HIS WORDS TO DEMOCRATIC 

JEFFERSONIAN FAITH. 

If there is one question purely local, it is the prohibition 
question, as President Wilson wrote about two years ago: 

I am in favor of local option. I am a thorough believer in local 
self-government, and believe that every self-governing community which 
constitutes a social unit should have the right to control the matter 
of the regulation or withholdiug of licenses. But the questions in· 
volved are social and moral, and are not susceptible of being made 
parts of a party program. Whenever they have been made the sub
ject matter of party contests they have cut the lines of party organi- · 
zation and party action athwart to the utter confusion ol political 
action In every other field. They have thrown every other question, 
however important, into the background, and have made constructive 
party action impossible for long years together. 

Is it expedient at this time to inject a new subject not only 
for national discussion but to force each State to undertake the 
discussion of a matter that it may haye settled to its entire 
satisfaction? 

What right has a Representative from Texas to insist that 
the State of Missouri, which settled the question of prohibWon 
by a direct vote of its people, shall again take up the matter in 
its legislature and go over again a bitter and wasteful con
troversy which it has settled? 
. 1\Iost of our States now refuse to consider the State as a 
unit on this subject, and have provided a means of expression, 
not as one unit, but as many, leaving the county or the town 
to decide as public opinion in the county or the town may dic
tate. We are asked for a law that will be binding upon 48 
States and affecting 100,000,000 peopJe which 75,000,000 may 
not approve. 

The enforcement of prohibition must and should primarily 
rest upon the public opinion of a small community, first of the 
town, then of the county, and then the State. We are now 
asked to ignore this community sentiment and pass a national 
law that will undoubtedly violate this sentiment in many 
parts of the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is stated that, even in States where a ma
jority of voters favor State-wide prohibition, it is impossible 
to enforce the law in a community where it is not supported 
by public sentiment. The attempt to enforce Nation-wide pro
hibition when it is opposed by entire States would be impos
sible, even with an army of Federal spies. It will engender the 
most hostile feeling between different sections of our country, 
will destroy patriotism, encourage corruption, establish anarchy. 

JAMES STEPHEN HOGG FOR JEFFERSONIAN DOCTRINE, 

Gov. Hogg, of my State, in 1887, said of prohibition: 
Aside from the great fundamental principle involved, which touches 

the very heart of a freeman's Government1 I should oppose the pro
posed measure on the gound of its utter Impracticability and of the 
prolific evll that would certainly flow from its adoption. The objects 
of its advocates are commendable in so far as they intend to abate in
temperance and to reform the morals of the wicked people. Such 
results arc not possible, however, from prohibition or any species of 
coercion. Morality, sobriety, and religion spring from a different source 
than brute force or the lash of the law. Men can not be made moral, 
forced into temperance, or ~hipped into religion. 

There are millions of citizens who agree with the governor. 
Can it be expected that they will peacefully acquiesce in a 
Nation-wide law tmsupported by their own or their neighbor's 
convictions? 

-= 
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· This matter falls wholly within the sphere of State g(n-el'n-
m~t · 

A united sentiment gives strength; a divided sentiment 
brings weakness. Surely you must admit that there is a di
vided sentiment on this subjeet. 

The American citizen can be persuaded; he can be moved by 
patriotism and appeals to justice ; be can not be coerced. The 
passage of this law means the application of coercion to mil
lions who will not obey. 
THE K~IGHTLY L'\0 BRILLIA!\T TEXAN, ROGER Q. JUILLS; .!.~::\'OUNCES TRCE 

THEORY. · 

Mr. Speaker, Roger Q. Mills, an ornament to this House, a 
close observer, a great statesman, said, speaki~g of prohibition: 

It is wrapped in the livery of heaven, but it comes to serve the devil. 
It comes to regulate by law our appetites and our daily lives. It comes 
to tear down liberty and build up fanaticism and intolerance. It comes 
to confi~c.ate by a legislative decree. the prosperity of many of our 
fellow crtlzens. It comes to send spres, detectives, and informers into 
our houses; to have us arrested and carried before courts and con
demned to fines and imprisonment. It comes to dissipate the sunlight 
of happines , peace, and pr·osperity in which we arc now living and to 
fill our land with alienations, estrangements, and bitterness. 

HAMILTON TilE CE~TRALIZER. 

Alexander Hamilton favored a strong, centralized go,·ernmeu't, 
but not one that would interfere with matters of personal lib
erty, which are considered matters of State sovereignty. He said: 

The State govemments possess inherent advantages which will ever 
give them an influence and ascendency over the National Government 
and will forever· preclude the possibility of Federal encroachments 
That their· liberties, indeed, can be subvcl'ted by the Federal head is 
repugnant to every rule of political calculation. 

JEFFERSON UNANSWERABLE. 

If the State cUrl not have at this time nmple JlC'WeJ· to deal 
with this subject in all its phases, there might be some excuse 
for this enactment. Thomas Jefferson stated the undefiled 
"principles of Democracy when be said : 

The States should be left to do whatever acts they can do as well ns 
the Federal Government. 

Again: 
I believe the States can best govern our home concerns. 
Again: 
To the State governments arc reserved all legislation and adminis· 

tration in a.fl'airs which concern their own citizens only. 
Again: 
Interior government is what <!ach State should keep to itself. 
1\fr. Speaker, \"\'e mu·st return to these glorious democratic doc

trines. While there is in the Constitution of the United States 
itself no express limitation of the power to amend, there are 
c~rtain things reserved, not in express language, but clearly 
shown by the intent of the promoters of the Constitution and 
evidenced by the constitutional debates and discussions of that 
period. The right to control the electorate and the machinery 
of election is one of these. They expressly reserved them in 
their State conventions called for ratifying the Constitution. 
Another is the reservation to the States of the proper exercise 
of the police power under which a prohibition law will come. 
The States never dreamed of surrendering these powers when 
entering into contractual relations to establish the Constitution. 

It was not intended that the State of Kansas should have 
the right to force prohibition on Texas, but the right was re
served for Kansas to do this for Kansas if it so desired. If 
thr~e-fourths of the States of the Union wish to adopt the policy 
of prohibition, they have the unquestioned right to do so within 
their respective jurisdictions, b"ut the sovereign States never 
surrendered in principle the right to control this function of 
government for themselves. 

A large majority of the population of the United States resides 
in 12 States, who license the sa)e of liquor. If this· law is en
acted, the. prohibitionist would concentrate his efforts upon the 
legislatures of the smallest States and seek to achieve a three
fourths majority, although this three-fourths of these sm :1ll 
States would represent but a small minority of our entire popu
lation. 
· The wishes of the 12 or 15 States where the sentiment is over
whelmingly against prohibition will not be consulted. The mat
ter will not be discussed as useless and destined to overwhelm
ing defeat. The plan of the prohibitionist will be to entirely 
ignore the wishes of these States and, without consultation, 
force upon them lnws and customs which are totally repugnant. 
This would abrogate the compact by which the Union was 
formed. '.fhis means destruction of State sovereignty and the 
introduction of Federal coercion by a roundabout method of the 
minority o>er tbe majority. 

Gentlemen who ndYocate this law should be advised to give 
heed to the ~tntement of the great ' English Baptist preacher, 
Charles H. Spm·geon, who said: 

Your Sunday bills, or all forms of act-of-Parliament religion seem 
to me to be all wrong. Give us a fair field an_d no care and onf faith 

ha~ _no cause to fear. Christ Wt\nts no help from Cresar. I should be 
~frar~ to borro"w h~lp from the Government. It would look to me as 
rf I rested on •. n arm of. flesh instead of depending on the living God. 
~here prohibition has been attempted in a State of large 

tetTitory, and was favored by .one portion of the State and 
opposed by another, it has been defied nnd disregarded. 

Illegal sale has taken the place of the regulated sale. 
Mr. Speaker, the consent of even small communities to the 

enforcement of a local-option law does not necessarily indicnte 
that ~e:e ~arne pe~ple favor a national law, for, while belienug 
that rn their esp~Ial community local prohibition is beneficial, 
they. may not beile:e, and probably do not believe, that in other 
portiOns of the Umted States it would ha\c the same beneficent 
effect. 

Son?e St~tes have . adopted Statc-\vide prohil>ition and, after 
expenmentmg, haYe repealed tlle laws. 

Once national prohibition is put into effect it would take a 
half ~entury of litigation, agitation, unrest, and di s:1tisfaction 
to b!rn~ _about repeal. This, howe,-er, can quickly be doile by 
the md1nduaJ State. 

The liquor que tion is a loc.1.l one and hould be controlled by 
19c~l _rule, ~ot by Federal law. If a Federal rule on this qnes
tiO~ IS desn·able, then there are otl1er Federal rules equally 
des1rnble. 

It is bel~e>ed b~ many that. the use of tobacco is injurious 
to th_e _brm!l and mterferes w1th , the functions of the heart; 
that 1t Is wasteful and serves no useful purpo e. If the Federal 
G?'ernment pro~ibits the use of alcoholic beverages, it can 
with equal propnety be called upon to prohibit the use of to
bacco, ~he use of playiug cards, to prohibit certain games and 
recreations. 

LlXCOLN'S TIEW. 

Let me quote Abraham Lincoln on this subject: 
Pr·o~ibitio~ will work great injury to the cause of temperance. It is 

n species of mtef?perance within itself. for it goes beyond the bounds of 
reason, in th~t It attempts tc control a man's appetite by Ie!!islation 
:mq makes crune cut of things that are not crimes. A prohibitlon law 
n~~~~rd~d~ blow at the very principles on which our Government was 

TilE YERY S OCL OF TRUE DEMOCRACY J\XD STATE niGIITS REECHOES 
• 'fllOMAS Jl':FFEUSO::-<. 

' Jeffersen Davis said: · 
When our fathers achieved their independence, the corner stone of 

the Gove~nment they constructed was individual llberty and the social 
organiz.ations they established were not for the surrender, but fot· the 
pro~e~tio.n. ?f natural rights. Fo1· this governments were est a blisbed, 
derrvmg th_eu just powers from the consent of the governed. This was 
not to subJect themselves to the will of the majority, as appears from 
the _fact that each community inserted in its fundamental Jaw a bill 
of ~rghts to guard the inalienable privil eges of the individual. 

'Iber~ was, ~hen, a twofold purpose in government-protection and 
rb~Vf~On agarnst trespass !Jy the Strong upon the weak, the many on 

The world bas long suffered from the opp1·essions of the government 
!-lnder t_he pr·etext of rul.ing by tllvine right and excusin.,. the invasion 
mto pr1vate and domeshe a!Tairs on the plea of pate1·nai care for the 
morals 11;nd goo~ order of the people". 

Our srres reJected alJ such pretensions, tbeh· sr tern being o-overn
men~ by the p eople, for the people, and resting on 'the basis of n"'atural, 
in.ahenable rrghts.. UJ?On. the basis of these general propositions 1 will 
br iefiy answer the mqmry m regard to the prohibition amendment at i sue· 

"Be' ye_ temperate in all things," was a wi e injunction and wonld 
apply to 111tolerancc as well as to drunkennes . That the intempemte 
!JSe of intoxicating liqu'!rs i~ an eYil,. few, if any, would deny. That it 
rs .the root ·of_ many social ~Jsordet·s 1 conceded; but then the question 
anses, What _rs th~ appr~pt·rate remedy and what tbe pre enf nece ity? 
To ~estroy -m~vHlual llb.?rty an_d moral r·e ponsibility would be to 
eradrcate one evrl by the substitution of anothe1· which it is submitted 
would be more fatal than that f_or which It wns o!TerC.d as a rem !>dy: 
~-!;! ;gt~e :e~eJi~a. ~~ u~e o.f strmul~nts, it must lle confessed, is the 

Mr. Speaker, we must take note of the far-reaching effects of 
this amendment. National prohibition will de troy $515,000.000 
invested in the brewing business and $772,000.000 invested in 
the distilling business, making the enormous total of $1 -
287,000,000. It will, in addition, throw out of employment a.~ 
army_ of men and women. It will make vacant many thousand 
houses. It will destroy an annual market for farm products of 
$200,000,000. 

Mr. Speaker, these are but a few of the practical effects of 
the adoption of this resolution that should at least be con
sidered. But these are not comparable in tlleir harmfnl in
fluence with the infringement of per onal liberty, the destrudion 
of State rights, and the placing in the hand · of the Federal 
Govtrnment a police regulation which it was neyet· intended 
should be thus exercised. 

. If the _Constituti?n. i~ chm~ged, and national 11rohibition is pro
vlded, either prohib1tlon wJ1l be enfol'ced or it will remain a 
dead letter upon our statute books. 

If it is nat enforced and remains a dead letter, it will breed 
d~ceit, J:;typocrisy, disrespect of law, and encourage e\·asiou, 
Jymg~ h'lckery, and lawle ·sness. 

If it be enforced, it will require an army of United States 
officials, paid spies and informers, who will go into the business 
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house and the -home, invade the sacred -liberties of our people, 
not in the suppression of crime but for the sole purpose of pun
ishing a vice. 

I can not approve of placing people's conscience in matters of 
momls and religion in the keeping of Government officials. A 
fl·ee people ·can not exist if their _Personal affairs are governed 
by an army of spies. They will cease to speak and write with
out fear. 
· It is the freedom from these things that makes men self
reliant, that gi>es co·urage, both physical and moral. The pres
en-ation of personal rights makes patriots who love their gov-
ernment, appreciate life, and love mankind. 

1\Ir. Speaker, paternalism that interferes with these liberties 
causes, first, distrust, then fe::ir, and then hatred of government. 

The citizen who does not respect the rights of others has no 
just appreciation of his own and soon ceases to be a useful 
citizen. 

It is the duty ·of our moral instructors to ten.ch that a thing 
is right because it is right and not simply· because the Govern
ment so declares. l\fen will then know their own virtue and 
can be relied upon to control their own moral and religious 

·conduct. We do not want the men or women of our country to 
refrain from wrong simply when coustrained by bans or bars. 

This is treatment due criminals. We should not assume that 
men are criminals· arid restrict them in all their personal habits 
and moral conduct for fear that a few weak or depraved char
acters can not control themselves. We must not assume that 
our people are incapable of self-government and _self-control. and 
that they shall be directed and controlled by the official few, 
for we are capable of individual control. · 

Individuals honestly differ concerning moral and religious 
matters, social and personal habits. One is as apt to be right as 
another, and the Government should not interfere to make one 
conform to the opfnion of the other. 

Temperance means moderation; prohibition means extl'eme 
force. ·The· use of force in matters of temperance .or religion is 
abhorr~nt. Regulation is better for temperance than prohibi
tion. Only t.hrough freedom of choice can men develop the fac
ulty of self.contro1. Self-control brings moderation, and mo·d~ 
eration brings temperance. 

Mr. Speaker, there can be but on~ honest argument made by 
the prohibitionist in favor of national prohibition, and that is; 
State prohibition has pro>ed a failure. If it has prov-ed a fai.l
ure in the State, it is because it is not supported by public s~n
timent in ·the State. If it has .pro1:ecl a fail·ure beca1tse of the 
nonsupport of 1mblic sentiment in tlle State, how m.uch more 
t·eason hr;zve we to bclie-;;e that this la.w 'Win not be obeyed . be
cause it will not have national sentiment behind it! 

For more -than a century Democracy has battled for local 
self-government. Shall we now abandon lt and embrace the 
doctrine of Alexander Hamilton? Let no· Democrat mistake the 
issue. The ghost of' Hamilton is abroad in the American Con
gress and in the country. For my part, I say," Get thee hence." 
* * * "Avaunt and quit my sight." · 'Democracy needs no 
new creed. · · 

Jefferson's name is sti11 enshrined iri .our hearts as the patron 
saint of our faith, and wm · be while republican institutions 
sel''="e::_ann hlt>!;!<:!-Jlla.nkind, - fAnnlon<:!o.l . 

t--....::=--:;-~"Tl:.:;:.;:h~~SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas yields 20 min
r--._ utes to the gentleman from illinois [.Mr. MANN] or to the gen

tleman from Wisconsin [Ur: STAFFORD]. 
1\fr. BENRY. I now yield four minutes to the gentleman-

from .Alaba·ma [Mr·. HEFLIN]. · · 

h The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN] 

/
is recognized for four minufes . 

.Mr. H_EFLIN.- 1\lr. Speaker, just a few years ago we ha~ 
the licensed sale of whisky in nearly every county in Alabama, 
but by the intelligent and earnest work of the good men and 
women in the various localities and by the faithful work of our 
Christian ministers, not in making political speeches in the 
pulp~t on Sunday but preaching the Gospel and touching the 
hearts and awakening the consciences of the people, we have 
driven the whisky traffic from more than 60 of the 67 counties 
of the State. All this ha'3 been accomplished in a few brief 
years, and instead of. being discouraged and impatient, I rejoice 
at the progress we have made. We have proceeded upon the 
right theory in employing the home-rule process. If the people 
of a cour .. ty or a• State are opposed to the enforcement of a law 
that affects their habits and conduct, that pa"rticular law will 
not be enforced. Then, the thing to do is to convince them of 
the so~ndness of our position and of the righteousness of our 
ca.use. .We must not be . un-Christ~an or intolerant with regard 
to the pinions of others. It is. a great work that we are doing, 
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and it is worth doing well. We ofte~ injure a good cause by 
going about its accomplishment in the wrong way. It is infi
nitely better to be patient and convince the individual that the 
thing . is good for him and thflt it is meant for his welfare 
rather than to disregard his opinion and treat him with dis
respect. 

Convince the individual and he becomes a missionary in the 
cause. Then we get the family_ interested and t:hen the com, 
munity and then we get the county. Then we get the Stilte 
and State by State the Union. [Applause:] 

You can not force it down the throats of States unprepared to 
receive it, but when it comes up through the counties and 
through the States until the sisterhood of sovereign States shall 
stand in solid phalanx against the whisky traffic, then genuine 
and permanent prohibition will hav-e come. 

We must not undertake to ram down the throats of son~reign 
States something that they are not prepared to accept, but let 
us continue the good work in the way that we hav-e uc.complished 
all that we have in this great work-of molding puplic senti · 
mcnt of a permanent character. Let us continue the· work of 
convincing the people of various States of the wisdom ot our 
course and the justice of our cause. Let the good work go on in 
the various States until the State of its sovereign householq 
shall say, as did the patriarch of old, "As for me and my hou e, 
we will serve the Lord." Let the county and the State show the 
sister counties and the sister States that prohibition is the 
wisest and best solution of the whisky problem. Therh thropgh 
this home-rule process and this principle of local self-govern
ment. other counties and other States seeing our good works 
will be constrained to follow in our footsteps. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I helped to drive whisky _out ~f ,my district and 
I am going to help keep it out. but I am not going, without the 
express authority from the people of my district to transfer 't<? 
the Federal Go•ernment the power to regulate the domestic 
affairs of my State. · · 

The trouble with some iiembers of this· House is they soon 
forget all they eye1~ knew about the _time-honored principles of 
home rule and locrr~ self-goYernment. They surrender the teach
ings of th.e fathers _and fling to the four winds of new national
ism and federalistic control the things that our fathers held 
dear whe·n ·they builded this Republic·. They do not seem to 
realize .that eYery Republic that has perished perished because 
rights and powers that belonged to the people in the smaller 
divisions of the Government were surrendered to or swallowed up 
by the Federal Government. Taking the authority away from 
the community, where it is close to the people, and lodging it 
with a federal go>ernment, where it is far removed .from the 
people, is centralization . of a dangerous kind. A strong ce~~ 
tralized go•ernment may be good for kings and emperors, but 
it is a deadly thing for a free people. [Applause.] . 

I am not ready to abandon the doctrine that my people are 
able and perfectly capable. of attending to their own domestic 
affairs. I am not willing· to surrender the right of. local self
government. 

Mr. Speaker, this love of the principles of local self-govern
ment, this devotion to the doctrine of the rights of the States, 
in reconstruction times inspired our people to dri•e out the 
scalawags and carpetbaggers and gi>e back home rule and self~ 
government to e-rery Southern State. E>ery battle that has 
been fought and won for prohibition in Alabama has been 
thro.ugh the processes of the. local go-rernment and the instru-
ment3.lity of the Democratic Party. . 

The · difference, Mr. Speake·r, between the advocates here 
seems to be simply as to the best method of obtaining it. 
Kearly fiv-e years ago a State prohibition amendment was . sub~ 
mitted to the people of Alabama, and I supported it. I spoke 
in favor of it all over my district. The distrive gave · a 
majority of 2,000 votes against the amendment and the State 
gave a majority of more than 25,000 against it. Those who 
believe in majority rule would har.dly expect me to vote for 
a Federal prohibition amendment, when the people of my 
district had given a majority of 2,000 against a State prohibi
tion amendment. Just a few months ago, Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBsoN] made a race for the United 
States Senate before the primaries in Alabama, and he spoke 
all . ov-er the State and spent several weeks canvassing. He 
made this Federal prohibition amendment the issue in his .race 
for the United States Senate. 1\fr. UNDERWOOD, the successful 
candidate, stood foi· local option and the . regulation of the 
whisky traffic by the State government, and he defeated Mr. 
HoBSON by a majority · of 35,000. I only refer to this to show 
you that the people of Alabama <lid not accept the opportunity 
to indorse Mr. HoBsoN's amendment. It is true that mnny 
good men supported him and H is equally true that many_ot the 
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best prohibitionists in the State supported Mr. UNoEBwoori, and 
some of them were Yery active in his behalf. 

Mr. Speaker, Alabama is as well grounded in the doctrine of 
State rights and local self-government as any State m this 
Union. We believe that there is enough good, enough intellect, 
enough courage, and enough patriotism among our people to 
qualify them in every way to conduct tlieir own domestic 
affairs. [Applause.] 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I want to say that Mr. Bryan, 
the man who has done more in the United States for prohibition 
than any other one man, says that this is a question for ~e 
States to regulate, and he also says that this is not the time 
to submit a Federal prohibition amendment, and that if it 
is submitted he believes that it will be defeated by the States. 

President Wilson is opposed to this proposition and is in 
favor of the matter being worked out by the States. The 
Democratic leadership in this House is opposed to it. Then 
why inject it at this time into the program of constructive 
work laid out by the President and the great leade·rs of our 
party? [Applans~.] I fear, Mr. Speaker, that it is a case of 
mistaken judgment on the part of some earnest and zealous 
workers and an effort on the part of others to play politics. 
I1 the people of the district that I have the honor to represent 
had passed upon this amendment and had registered their will 
In its favor, I would follow their instructions and cast my vote 
for it. But in the absence of such action on their part and 
in view of the verdict that they rendered on the State amend
ment and again on the H~J:>son-Underwood contest and what 
I believe to be their devotion to the principles of State rights 
and local self-government and their desire to regulate their own 
domestic affairs under the sovereign power of the State-for 

· these reasons and the reasons that I have just given I shall cast 
,my vote against the amendment. rprdesged RPplanse.] -. 

- .,;.rur. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, believing as I do that that 
/ government is best which reserves the determination of it 

/ policy as to internal affairs, particularly as to anything per
taining to the health, happiness, and morals of the community, 
to the smallest unit of government, is the reason why I 
strongly oppose this resolution. The regulation of the liquor 
traffic is especially in point in the application of this well
recognized rule. 

This is a solemn occasion, for you are attempting here to 
adopt as a constitutional amendment that which you know to 
be directly in opposition to the confirmed views of a strong, 
virile minority, not only in one-half of the districts of this 
country, but in every State where prohibition has been adopted. 

It has been my good fortune to have seen the conditions 
in Maine, where they have attempted to put in force n State 
prohibitory law, which in its enforcement has been a travesty 
in counties where the senttment is strongly in opposition, and 
where sheriffs can not be elected to office unless they enter 
into an agreement that they will not enforce it, and where 
in some instances sheriffs parcel out under illicit agreements 
the right to vend liquor. I have witnessed in Philadelphia 
tlie transformation that came over that great city under the 
Brooks license law when saloons to the number of 6,000 were 
reduced to 1,200, and have seen the "speak-easy" and the 
.. blind tigers" driven out of existence through a forceful pub
lic sentiment in favor of strict regulation. 

I visited the city of Davenport, Iowa, during the brief time 
when the State prohibition law was in force there; and there, 
again, because of the fact that there was no sentiment in that 
community to back up its enforcement, it was a failure. And 
yet we have people from these prohibition States saying that in 
order to make it a success they must spread the dry territory 
over the entire country, thus acknowledging by that very state
ment that it is Jacking of enforcement in their respective States 
because there is no sentiment back of it. 

You may enact State prohibitory laws forbidding the sale of 
llquor or the smoking of cigarettes, but we all know that in 
those localities where the sentiment is opposed to its enforce
ment it is absolutely a dead letter and worse than that, it in
culcates a disrespect for the hiw by reason of its nonenforce
ment. The· conditions in every State in the Union where the 
prohibitory law exists--and I make no exception to my broad 
assertion-shows that in States where even a majority is in 
favor of prohibition that if there is a strong minority against 
its enforcement that you can not control it, that you can not 
prohibit the traffic. 
· I would have you contrast the conditions that prevailed in 

Vermont under State prohibition with the conditions that pre
vail there to-day under bigb ·license. Would you substitute, or 
would any disinterested voter of Vermont substitute, the condi
tions that exist there to-day for those that existed under the so
called prohibition of 15 or 20 years ago? Every public man 

from that State with whom I have. Spofr.en-;-and many of -them 
have been teetotalers--admits publicly tliat the conditions uQder 
present regulation are far better than under the pretend.Pd pro
hibitory law of several years aflo. Prohibition in Kansas is 
fiaunted as a travesty in those cOmmunities where the senti
ment is opposed to it. Everywhere where prohibitory laws are 
attempted when the sentiment in communities is opposed to its 
enforcement we find the same lack of control, I do not care 
where you go. You can not legislate morals into a people nor 
can you by legislation force them to drink or not to drink, if 
they so decree. 

I come from ..as law-abiding a community-with a record of 
less drunkenness, a city in which there are less arrests in 
proportion to population-as any in this Nation. Its people are 
liberal-minded, tolerant. They are accustomed to a life that 
attunes to the general weUare of the city. Liberal as they are, 
they are not seeking to foist their individual views as to living 
upon any otper community, but are content if they are left alone 
in the pursuit of their own individual and collective happiness. 
Yet other communities and collections of communities which 
have different ideas and ideals as to their method of living 
would seek under a prohibitory law to force upon us their ways, . 
which are foreign and aliep . and incapable of enforcement and 
acceptance in my city. 

We believe in the enforcement of law. :r challenge anyone to 
show another city where there is so great respect for the law 
as in my home city. But I say to you people from prohibition 
States that we resist and resent your attempting to. foist upon 
us, who have our liquor problem well regulated, your unregu
lated, blind-tiger system. As the regulation of the liquor traffic 
is entirely a local issue, I can see no reason why this question 
of national prohibition should be referred to the people for con
sideration. Even if all the States in the Union save one had 
declared in favor of prohibition, and in that one State the senti
ment was overwhelmingly in opposition to prohibition, then I 
would still contend that it was not right to in.fl.ict the ideas, so 
far as this local question is concerned, upon the one individual 
State. 

In adopting a constitutional amendment care shoald be taken 
not to go contrary to the expressed sentiment of a strong and 
active minority throughout the country. There must be practi
cal unanimity in favor of the proposition before it should be 
adopted. The framers of the Constitution recognized this prin· 
ciple in providing checks so that the amendment would not be 
submitted even for consideration until two-thirds of both 
branches of Congress had favorably voted for its submission, 
and required, further, that three-fourths of the States; through 
their legislatures, should ratify it. 

Never in the history of the country, since constitutional 
amendments have been proposed, has any amendment been 
adopted where there was such strong and virile opposition as 
to this one, except the amendments passed at the close of the 
Civil War. When we have adopted amendments which are not 
in harmony with the sentiment of the country those amend
ments have proved nonenforceable. What do the fourteenth 
and fifteenth amendments amount to, so far as the Southern 
States are concerned? They have deliberately nullified their 
provisions by legislative enactment. The recent amenQ.ments 
which were adopted, the sixteenth and seventeepth, were in 
accord with a spontaneous demand from the entire country. 
As Representatives we are failing in the performance of our 
duty if we submit a prohibitory amendment for ratification 
when we know the strong opposition sentiment existing 
throughout the country. A vote in favor of submission when 
you know that this strong minority exists can not be justified 
on the ground that it is a referendum. What right has the 
rural population of this country or of any section of the 
country to determine the internal policy, such as the ·regula· 
tion of health and living, of any other section? What right 
has the South to supererogate to itself the d·etermination of 
the internal policy of the North in its regulation of the liquor 
traffic or any other matter pertaining to its internal policy, or 
vice versa? 

The fact that Vermont Is in favor of high license is no reason 
why Georgia shonld adopt that plan. Just because any number 
of States have for local reasons declared in favor of prohibition 
is no reason why that rule should be imposed on any of the 
other States, or even upon any group of States,.where the senti· 
ment of the people is opposed to that policy. 

I could dwell upon the economic and fiscal side of this ques
tion and show what large revenues would . have to be der~ved 
from other sources if the excise tax were eliminated, and I also 
would like to emphasize the unfairne s of confiscating business 
establishments under natiomtl prohibitpry liquor laws which 
States under their sovereign law have declared to be pr'!lper 

., 
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subjects for property investment, but time does not permit me to 
go into these considerations for opposing this national pro
hibitory amendment. I base my opposition fundamentally on 
the main principle which I advanced in the beginning and have 
tried to elaborate, that prohibition is a local issue and not a 
n a tional issue, and that that government is best whose internal 
affairs are determined by the will of the local community. I 
belie-ve in home rule; and, .believing in that policy, I strongly 
appeal to you not to submit to the people something that has 
already been pro-ven to be ineffective. Leave this to the smallest 
local .units to determine and you will obtain the best results. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, in the absence· of the gentleman from lllinois 
[Mr. MANN] I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HAYES]. 

Mr. HAYES. 1\Ir. Speaker, I represent a district which has 
more grape vineyards, probably, than any other district in the 
country. These vineyards are generally small,.axeraging, usually, 
from 10 to 40 acres each. The owner of each of these practically 
has his all invested in his vineyard, and upon its yearly crop of 
grapes himself and his family are dependent for their living. 
It should be said that these grapes are valueless for any purpose 
except wine making. For many years our State has maintained 
at public expense a viticultural commission and in every way 
encouraged the planting of vineyards and the development of the 
wine industry. 

Under these circumstances I can not bring myself to believe 
that it is my duty to yote for a measure the effect of which will 
be to render these little viney·ards valueless. If this proposed 
constitutional amendment provided for compensating those who 
are directly and unavoidably damaged by its provisions, which 
it should do, I should feel very different about it. This was 
the method pursued a· few years ago by the Cantons of Switzer
land when they adopted prohibition, and it is the civilized, the 
only equitable way to proceed in this case. I regret that the 
proponents of this measure did not see fit to incorporate such a 
provision in it. Mr. Speaker, I am here in a representative 
capacity. I conce_ive it to be my duty to register here by 
my vote the will of my constituents when I know definitely and 
surely what that will is. We haYe in our State the initiative and 
th~ referendum. By means of the former the question of the 
prohibition of the manufacture and sale of all distilled and fer
mented liquors as a beverage in California was submitted on 
the 3rl of last November to the people of our State. As applied 
to the Stnte it was the identical proposition embodied in this 
amendment, which, however, if adopted, would extend it to :J.ll 
the States.- The people of California voted against this prohibi
tion amendment to its constitution by about 175,000 majority. 
My district went against it by 12,106 majority, the vote being 

. in detail, as follows : 
Eighth congressional distt·ict. 

Counties. 

San h[atoo .................. . ................................. . 
Santa Cruz ................................................... . 
Santa Clara ................................................... . 
San Benito ............ . ...................................... . 
Monterey. ~ .... . . . ............................................ . 
San Luis Obispo ............................................ .. 
Santa llarbara ................ . ............................... . 
Ventura ...................................................... . 

For Against 
prohlbi- prohibi-

tion. tion. 

2,357 
4,217 

12,661 
1,1S-t 
3, 367 
2, 723 
4,06.5 
3,311 

6,672 
4,677 

16,004 
1, 671 
4, 132 
3,640 
5,245 
3,950 

Total. ....................... :·············· · ···--·····-- 33,885 45,991 

Majority against, 12,106. 
It will be seen that every county in the district gave a sub

stantial majority against it. 
I regard this as a very emphatic expression of the will of 

my constituents and a very plain instruction to me in this 
n:atter. Whatever my personal opinion on the merits of the 
question at issue, it seems to me to be my plain and imperative 
duty to vote against the pending resolution. This I shall do. 

1\Ir. STAFFORD. I yield to the gentleman from New York 
[1\fr. CALDER]. 

1\fr. CALDER. Mr. Speaker, if the vote to-day had the effect 
of submitting this question to the people of the State of New 
York, it would have my support. This proposition, if made 
effective, would prohibit, by constitutional amendment, the sale, 
manufacture for sale, the transportation for sale, or the importa
tion or exportation for sale of intoxicating liquors for beverage 
purposes in the United States and all territory subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof. It would be effective when approved by 
the legislatures of any 36 States, though rejected by the other 
~2: . The law, as it now stands, permits any State to decide this 

question for itself without regard to the attitude of any other 
State. Already 14 States have acted affirmatively on the 
prQposition, and soon in many States the people will vote 
directly upon it. · 

It is an interesting fact that there are 10 States in this 
Union whose total population exceeds that of the other 38, 
so that though these 10 States be unwilling to accept the ameud
ment the other 38 could ratify it and it would be effective 
against the wishes of a majority of the people. There are 19 
States in the country whose total population is less than that 
of New York, and in settling this matter the vote of every per
son in each of these States is equal to that of 19 people in New 
York. I am sure that the calm and deliberate judgment of the 
people will not seek to foist npon the States a law that might 
be so unjust to the people who do not favor it. Already we 
haye two constitutional amendments, the fourteenth and fif
teenth, affecting negro suffrage, that local self-government has 
reduced to blank paper. If this amendment is agreed to, we 
shall haYe another, or if zeal shall outrun discretion we shall 
have an imperialistic movement for the subyersion of the police 
power of the States. 

I am an ardent believer in local option. In my State this is 
extended to every town and village. I am willing that it should 
be extended to the citieS; and for that matter, were I a member 
of the legislature or the constitutional convention to meet in 
New York next summer, I would gladly vote to submit this 
que~tion to the people of the State, so that they could deter; 
mine for themselyes whether or not they wish to have it apply 
to the cities or to the State as a whole. It would give an oppor
tunity to the people to show just exactly what they wish in 
the matter. 

Personally I -ain a belieyer in temperance, and am sure that 
the country would be benefited by it; but we are undertaking it 
in a way that is not at all satisfactory. New York City con
tains 5,000,000 people, exceeding the total of at least a dozen 
of the smaller States. We have in that city a great cosmo
politan populatton, law-abiding, and I believe these people 
should det~rmine this question for themselves, affecting, as it 
does, their everyday life. 

Personally I have been an advocate of a high license and a 
strict enforcement of the law. Let me cite an interesting situa
tion relative to the enforcement of the liquor-tax law in New 
York. The present law went into effect in 1896. During the 
first year of its operation 30,184 licenses were granted. Last 
year 27,685 licenses were granted, a reduction of 2,500, and this 
despite the fact that the population of the State has increased · 
over 3,000,000 since the law went into effect. The receipts last 
year from the liquor-tax law were $18,109,261. Of this sum 
$11,328,000 was collected in New York City alone. I have no 
desire to argue that . the State must have a revenue from this 
source. That can not enter into a fair discussion of the sub
ject. 

As I see it, the question comes down simply to whether the 
people of a State shall have the right to determine this subject 
themselves or whether · the State of Nevada, with its 81,000 
people, or the State of Delaware, with its 200,000 people, shall 
determine the question for the State of New York, with its 
10,000,000 people. I am opposed to this method of determining 
the subject. 

Many of the best citizens of New York have written and peti
tioned me in favor of this measure, and I very sincerely regret 
that I can not agree with them. I have the highest admiration 
for the good people who are advocating this legislation. There 
are among them some of my very best friends, and it grieves me 
to differ with them. I hope they will believe that my action in 
the premises is as conscientious as theirs; I do not quarrel with 
them for what they are trying to accomplish. They are moved 
by an impulse to check evil, but, it seems to me, without fully 
determining whether national prohibition would really prohibit. 
Every· man in this Chamber has observed the condition in 
places where the law forbids the sale of liquor. It is either sold 
surreptitiously or under some assumed name-a doctor's pre
scription or some other subterfuge. Drinking is not a crime of 
itself, and there is no other offense whose prohibition is looked 
upon in large communitties as such an invasion of the people's 
rights-they spurn the law openly and defiantly. 

Are we powerless in this situation? It seems to me the 
experience of the past 25 years proves that we are not. The 
cause of temperance and good morals has gained immensely. 
Public opinion on the subject is gradually undergoing a change. 
Not many years ago it was no uncommon thing to see men of 
affairs under the influence of liquor at many of our important 
public functions. Now it is a rare sight. Drinking men are 
often shunned in the best society. I have cited the great falling 
off in saloons in ·New York State. This will continue, and in-, 
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temperance will be constantly diminished. In the last Congress 
I \oted for the Webb-Kenyon law forbidding the transportation 
of liquor into dry States: This, I am informed, has not been 
entirely effective. An evidence again of the impossibility of 
enforcing laws of this character against the will of the people. 

I think the vote on this measure will be approached with the 
determination to preserve the rights of the respective com
munities, and I am C'Onfident . that in the end. the very best 
interests of all of the people will be served. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield 20 minutes to the · gentleman from 
Missouri [Ur. BARTHOLDT]. 

1\Ir. BARTHOI..DT. l\Ir. Speaker, in the days of witchcraft 
every man who dared to raise his voice against that madness 
was immediately suspected, and many were tortured and 
murdered merely because, as sensible men, they had appealed 
to the common sense of the people. 

We are reminded of those dark days by the prohibition move
ment of the present day. .Again thousands are under a spell, 
and the man who hns the courage to oppose it by appeals to 
reason is, if not burned at the stake, as were the witches, at 
least denounced as a tool of the liquor interest. A mental 
atmosphere has been created which tends to terrorize political 
parties, intimidate public men, silence the press, and stifle the 
honest opinions of the people generally. 

There is, of course, no doubt about the final outcome. In the 
twentieth century it is easier for human reason to triumph 
than it was in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. A 
nation which has thrown off the shackles of despotism will not, 
for any length of time, tyrannize over itself. Let me illustrate 
what will probably happen by means of another historical 
reference, by an episode which once occurred in the old city 
of Munich in Bavaria. 

At one time there prevailed in that city a terrible epidemic. 
It was the plague, I believe. Thousands died, and nobody 
was seen in the streets except those whose business it was to 
bury the dead. The people, terror stricken, bolted their doors 
and shut their windows from fear that the germs of the 
epidemic might be carried into their homes through the air. 
The total lack of ventilation occasioned by this panic tended 
quite naturally toward mah'ing things worse, and, indeed, the 
fury of the pestilence was greatly increased. One nice morn
ing, however, the people quite unexpectedly heard the strains 
of merry music. It tm·ned out that a lot of young dare-devils, 
led by a brass band, were dancing through the streets. They 
sang national songs and made merry just as if· they were on 
their way to a picnic. The people opened their windows and 

· seeing the merrymakers took new courage, and lo and. behold 
the spell was broken. Owing to the dissipation of fear and the 
circulation of fresh air which now penetrated all the homes, 
the ~pidemic grew less and less until it finally disappeared. 

THE A WAKENING, 

I predict that the same thing will happen with the spell of 
prohibition. It will happen as soon as the .American people 
will open their minds to reason. And, fortunately, they have 
begun to think. Heretofore, local successes of prohibition were 
largely due, no doubt, to the forbearance and indifference of 
the people rather than to the merits of the cause. Since it has 
been prop6sed, howeTer, to put prohibition into the Federal 
Constitution, or, in other words, to deface the great Bill of 
Rights by e:rigrafting upon it mere police regulations, an awaken
ing has been noticeable and a mighty protest has come to us 
from all sections of the country. Many people who had put up 
with prohibition as a local makeshift are now thoroughly 
aroused and startled by the attempt to wipe out State rights 
and change our system of government. Therefore I beUeve 
that the sober second thought of the American people will do to 
prohibition what fresh air did. to the plague. 

THE ALLEGED DISEASE AND THE CURE. 

Let us. first, as the physicians do, diagnose the disease, and 
then consider the proposed cure. The fundamental argument 
of the prohibitionists is that the use of alcoholic beverages is 
the plincipal cause of vice, crime, insanity, and poverty, and 
the only right way of dealing with the matter, they say, is to 
prohibit, by stringent laws, the making and sale· and conse
quently the use of such beverages. 

I take distinct issue with both propositions. First, it is not 
true that crime, vice, poverty, and insanity are, in the great 
majority of cases, caused by drunkenness. Second, it is not 
true that prohibition will prevent those evils. 

_While drunkenness is- one of the many causes of human un
happiness, I contend it is not the sole nor even the chief cause. 
The nations notoriously opposed to the use of alcohol are not 
freer of the burden of misery than is our own. Mohammedans, 
for instanc~, are prohibited by their religion from using alco-

, hoUc be-rer·ages, and it has not yet been observed that their 

lives are any happier than the lives of people in Christian lands. 
And in our own country, while intemperance leads to the com
mission of crimes against persons, yet the most serious crimes 
.against life and property are the result of other causes. It 
would be tedious to enumerate in detail the several causes of 
crime. But let us select murder as a sample. The most awful 
and sensational crimes against human ·life ha\e, as a rule, 
been instigated by other feelings than that of intoxication. 
Neither of our three martyred Presidents was slain by a drunk
ard; nor have the most sensational crimes against life been 
induced by drunkenness. Jealousy is more of a menace to life 
and causes more murders and more mischief than does intem
perance. Would you try to cui·e jealousy by Jaw? You could 
no more do so than you can promote temperance by prohibition. 

It is difficult to conjecture where the reason of prohibition
ists is when, in view of the numerous crimes against women 
and against property, that one thing alone, and that not the 
chief, is singled out as the cause of all human misfortune. The 
truth is the charge is not true. 

The question of insanity is subject to the same consideration. 
Unquestionably drunkenness may lead to insanity. So do some 
other excesses. The most reliable statistics of insanity give as the 
causes: First, self-pollution and sexual excess; second, . religious 
fanaticism or excessive zeal. And intemperance is given as the 
third cause. If the logic of prohibition is to prevail it would 
be right to unsex mankind, and also to forbid altogether those 
religious bodies whose practices or teachings lead to insanity. 
This alone shows the fatuity of unscientific reasoning on a pro
found and intricate social problem. 

Let us glance at the problem of poverty-
Says a professor of an American university in a. pamphlet 

against prohibition-
What causes 1t? Are total abstainers, other things being equal, richer 
than those who are not? (I am not here referring to drunkards. 
That question comes under another consideration.) It iB well at
tested, beyond the possibility of any dispute that poverty, whenevet• 
It becomes a general social condition, Is not in any sense attributable 
to the use of beer and wine. And any man whose opinion has any 
value as a student of social economy knows that the causes, not 
cause, of poverty are complex, are far beyond the reach of the human 
wlll, and defy any and every attempt at removal by any act of 
legislators. 

"What ls the cause of human misery? What Is the verdict of hif:ltor:y 
and experience? Primarily the lack of intelllgenc~\ the lack of moral 
energy, the lack of thrift and prudence; and furtner, and not least, 
long-established customs and modes of living that defy reason and 
morals. 

It iB illogical and unjust to single out instances of want, of crime, 
and of ordinary wrongdoing and ascribe them to intemperance when 
human life for ages past bears testimony to other things more pro
ductive of suffering. What shall we say about religious fanaticism 
which like a scourge has cursed nations and communities and fn.milles? 
No nation has been exempt from this awful evil. But what is the 
remedy ? Leglsla tion? Force? Only so fal' as to keep the right of 
the individual inviolate. The panacea fol' narrowmindedness, for re
ligious intolerance, is education. 

Whenever a government has undertaken to rectify religious errors by 
force of law it has become the abetter of persecution, the friend of 
hypocrites, the ally of tyranny. 

Is it the duty of the Government to deprive every man of his personal 
freedom because there are instances where men abuse their freedom? 
Are there no other forces at work for sobriety except prohibition? 
Is the American home without power and influence for good? Is educa
tion powerless in forming habits of temperance and sobriety? Is the 
influence of woman for good waning? Must the civil power stigmatize 
as a crime what is not a crime? 

Let our .Self-styled reformers answer these questio11s if they 
can. 

THE SUPPLY MERELY A RESPONSE TO THE DEMAND. 

Let me show you how fallacious their reasoning is. Indeed, 
it is both fallacious and superficial. Their whole case is based 
upon the assumption that by withholding the supply you can 
stop the demand; while, as a matter of fact, the supply of 
beverages-and of everything else, for that matter-is the effect 
and not the cause of the demand.. If by confounding cause and 
effect you proceed from false premises it is quitct natural that 
you will arrive at false conclusions. Suppose there were as 
many taverns in a city as there are houses, and, on the other 
hand, all the people were educated to be total abstainers, what 
would happen? Every tavern keeper would be starved to death. 
But, again, if you succeed in closing all the saloons, would this 
kill the appetite for drink? Not at all. The people would either 
find a way to manufacture it themselves or they would resort 
to substitutes worse than liquor-to drugs such as opium, mor
phine, and cocaine. Of this we have ample proofs, one of them 
being that the consumption of cocaine is relatively largest in 
prohlbition States. Another is the testimony of responsible 
Army officers before the Military Committee of this House to 
the effect that soldier boys stationed in Maine and Kansas 
have been discovered to receive supplies of ~ocaine from drugj · 
stores of the larger cities. And the use of this poison, mind you, 
ts followed by direct attacks upon the brain cells. Furthermore, ' 
if people were compelled to concoct their own drinks the vilest 



1'914. -OONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. -549 

:kind of rot-gut would take the . place of the pure and well
watured beverages which are now consumed. And have you 
ever considered that the -process of home manufacture would be 
confined almost altogether to the sb·ong spirituous drinks, be
cause these alone can be made by -primitive means? 

I have always believed that true temperance could be best 
pt·omoted by the gradual substitution of the mil_der and harm
Jess beverages for the strong, btit if prohibition, as we see, will 
have the :very -opposite effect, can yo11 still ·claim it as a tem
perance agency? It is certainly -platn from what I have said 
that you can not cure the drink habit by attacking the supply. 
By legal edict yon can destroy all the distilleries and all the 
breweries and all the saloons, ·bQt you can not destroy or even 
control the human appetite by such means. The only success
ful way to serve the cause of true temperance will he to attack , 
the demand, and this can only be done by moral suasion. 
Therefore, I make bold to say that if all 1ilie good men and women 
who are interested in this cause would use their combined in
fluence to train the youth of the land in the art of self-control 
and moderation -instead of invoking the power of the law and · 
the police club, their efforts would show much more substantial 
results. 

NOT REFORM, .BUT DESTRUCTION. 

Mr. Speaker, I favor tem-perance and sobriety ·as strongly as 
any of the self-constituted leaders of tha.t movement, ·but I be
lieve neither in reforms so ex.treme ·as to be repugnant to human 
nature and therefore impossible of attainment, ·nor in methods 
the futility of which has been demonstratea beyond the .shadow · 
of a doubt. Every civilized country has its honest temperance 
movement, with moral influences as its weapon to lessen the 
.evil of intemperance. Nowhere, howe-rer, wenld anyone dream 
,of resorting to the law as a means of co:1trolling the tastes 
.a:nd correcting the innocent habits of the people. In the United 
States alone, as far as we know, such an impossible remedy is 
seriously attempted. Here alone the -temperance movement has . 
degenerated into a crusade of extirpation and indiscriminate 
destruction. Because out of a hundred retai1 stores there may 
be objections to one we are asked to close them all. Because 
·among a hundred citizens there .n:ury be one drunkard we ar.e 
peremptorlly told to deprh-e them all of their personal liberty. 
'No distinction whatever is made .between innocent social pleas- · 
1ues and boisteTous excesses, or between the sum total of con- · 
tentment which is produced by the socia1 gatherings of hard
working toilers in which ru.:e called the poor man's clubs -and 
the disgraceful revelries of drunkards-all are condemned .alike. 
One ma.n may indulge moderately for sociability's sake and to 
;enjoy the company of his friends, another may seek solace 
from distress and misery, but the happiness of the one. and the 
comfort of the other are bruskly swept aside ·and .all ca11ses 
-which might press the cup into a ma.n's ·ha.nd ar.e contemptu-

. ously ignored. While admitting, Mr. Speaker, that the in
·clina tion to be his brother's keeper is r..lways strong in man's 
breast, yet it is cause for wonder that such ap. ~remist pro
gram should ever hav-e found favor with any respectable ;num
ber of free-born American citizens. Excess is objectionable and 
nnhealt.b,y in all things, but a failure to discriminate between 
·excess and .moderation in matters and habits which are not 
wrong in themselves will in the .long run doom the radicals 
.and extremists to certain defeat. 

TE:S 'REASONS WHY PROHIBITION IS WRONG. 

Permit me now to give the House 10 reasons why, in my 
judgment, prohibition is wrong. Many more might be cited, but 
J have formulated the following as the principal ones, to wit: 

First. Prohibition is a deathblow to the liberty of the individual 
because it prohibits what is not wrong in itself. No despot in 
:'history has ever dared to prohibit what 1s morally right, :md 
the attempt to do so would have cost him his head. The exer
cise of ~·ights which concern persons individually, and whose 
exercise does not injure the neighbor, is a basic condition of 
freedom which prohibition violates. The right to eat and dr.ink 
'What we please is an inalienable human right of which even a 
majority can not depri>e us without at the same time r,obbing 
us of our liberty. But let us go to the bottom of this matter. 
It has ever been the aim of the friends of liberty to wrest the 
scepter of Government !rom the hands of individual rulers and 
})lace it in the hands of the people. Since this has been aehieved 
in America the problem of liberty was believed to have been 
'Solved for all time, for no one dreamed that the Nation would 
ever need protection against its own will or would e-rer tyran
nize over itself. The prohibition .movement teaches us, however, 
that suc-h tyranny after all is possible under self-government by 
'the majoritY misusing its political liberty or its right to govern 
'for the purpose of restricting personal liberty. In o1her words, 
.we are dealing in this case with what John Stuart Mill called 

"the tyranny of the majority," an evil against which the Nation 
must protect itself if it desires to remain free; for individual 
liberty, the -right of personal conduct, is a.n inalienable human 
right which should never be taken away either by majorities 
or by law or constitution. From this we can see how much 
larger than the mere drink problem this question really 'is, for 
if it were right in one respect to take away from the individual 
the privilege of self-control it would be right in all other 

~respects, and the final outcome could be nothing less than a con
-dition of complete slavery. 

Our opponents say, "We do not propose to p1·ohibit drin.lrlng, 
but merely tne manufactnre and sale of beverages," but remem
ber that this ·hypocritical and ·insidious subterfuge is the Tery 
·means by which despots always robbed the people of their 
liberties. In accordance with recognized principles of law an 
attempt to accomplish by indirection what you can not do di
rectly is dishonest and, eonseq11ently, immoral. Hence our great 
moralists appear to stand convicted of an immoral trick. It is 
true that in spite of all that they have achieved great successes. 
Oounty after county and State after State have fallen into then· 
hands. Yet I have not lost faith in the sound common sense of 
the American 'People. These successes are solely due, as I said · 
before, to the unparal~eled forbearance and indifference of the 
·people an.d not to their actual approval. The fact is that the 
question is not yet generally rmderstood. Once let the people 
fully comprehend the menace to liberty which is involved in this 
question -and tlley will make short work, I believe, of the 
sappers and miners who are dynamiting the foun.dations of our 
'Government. 

In this connection let me again quote John Stuart .lm.IL 
Spealring of indi>"idual liberties he says: 

No society in which these liberties are not on the whole respected is 
1free, whatever may be its form of government; and none is completely 
tfree in which they do not exist, absolute and unqualified. The only 
.freedom which deserves the name is that of pursumg our own good 
in our own way, so long as we do not .attempt to deprive others of 
'thefTs or impede their efforts to obtain it. Each is the proper guardian 
of his own health, whethe1· bodily. mental, or spiritual. Manklnii 
are greater gainers by suffering each other to live .as seems good to 
themselves than by compelling each to live as s.eems good to the rest. 

Second. Prohibition runs counter to human nature oecause 
the .taste and appetite of man can not be regulated by ln.w. 
Human laws .are powerless against the 1aws of nature. Pass 
an enactment abolishing the law of .gravity, tllen jump out of 
a 10-story window and see what will ha-ppen. You will he 
picked up in a sho\<el. But, say our opponents, we should at 
least remoTe the temptation which the saloon puts in our way. 
This is the silliest proposition of all, for if we ·endea-vored to 
remove everything whlch might tempt man we ·would have to 
abolish gold and money, eatables and drinkables, and finally 
e-Yen wom-an, for all of these might become a source of tern-pta· 
tion to man. And when we would be finally through 'abolish
ing all causes ·of temptation ·there would be nothing left but 
desert sands to c-ry to heaven bewailing th~ idiocy of man. 
Why, tbe ,creator himself has placed temptation in paradise in 
the shape of tbe fatal apple h·ee, but evidently, according to 
the logic of our prohibition friends, He has made a serious 
mistake ·in doing it, and if Eve had been a Carry Nation no 
doubt she would have ,chopped down that apple tree with bet· 
little hatchet. No, gentlemen, we can not remo>e temptation, 
bnt we can and should, by discipline and training, shTengthen 
our power of resistance against it. 

Thi.rd. Prohil}ition undermines manliness. Its premis.e is thu.t 
men .are children, w.ho must be led in the leading strings of 
.law. Our conception, however, is that a man sbould >olun
tarily do the right and :avoid the wrong, and that an _inter
ference with .his self-control in personal matters is slavet-y 
pure and simple. ·u a man is honest simply because he has had 
no opportunity to steal, we do not take much stock in b.is hon
esty. lf a man remains sober becau e he has 'never had an 
opportunity to indulge, we do not think much of his sobriety. 
Bnt we do rightly give credit to a man who remains honest i.n 
spite of opportunities to steal, and we do believe in a man who 
is sober in spite of all chances to drink. That is the kind of 
manly citizenship I believe in rearing; it is the philosophy to 
which I subscribe. · 

Fourth. Prohibition undermines respeQt for law. A theusand 
ways will be found to eYade the law, and the .result will be .a 
Nation of lawbreakers, a ·condition which must .inevitably lead 
to lawlessness and .anarchy. If. the 82 per cent of our popula
tion who .are moderate drinkers will satisfy their wants in 
spite of the law, then e>ery thief will find justification in stea1-
ing, every burglar in robbe.I-y, and all other criminals in their 
evil deeds, and many will be encouraged to break the law who 
otherwise would have remained law-abiding citizens. May 
Heaven protect us against such .a state of a.ff-airs! 
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Fifth. National -prohibition by constitutional amendment ioi! 
unworthy of a great people. A constitution should be a bill 
of rights for the protection of life, liberty, and property, and 
especially for the protection of the minority. By incorporating 
in it mere police regulations our National Constitution, of which 
Gladstone said that it is •· the greatest charter of liberty eyer 
struck off by the mind of man," will be perverted, defaced, and 
desecrated. 

Sixth. National prohibition means the complete sub-version 
of the fundamental theories upon which our system of goyern
ment rests. By the wise foresight of the fathers of the Re
public the police power was resened to the separate States 
upon whirh the exclusive right to pass sumptuary laws was 
thus conferred. This sacred theory would be torn into shreds 
by conferring police powers on the National Go-vernment. I 
say "sacred theory" because all State rights men up to this 
time have tenaciously adhered to it. A thing such as Federal 
police power could not be reconciled with it. 

Seventh. Prohibition means the confiscation of property 
valued at a thousand million dollars, property which has been 
acquired strictly in accordance with State and Federal law. 
Even if all the arguments of the prohibitionists were true, it is 
inconceivable that a nation, whose sense of fair play is pro
verbial, could seriously permit the wanton destruction of such 
gigantic values. Do not forget that the bonds of the United 
States are based upon the wealth of the country, and that by the 
destruction of such values the security of the bonds must neces
sarily be impaired and their market value depreciated. I go so 
far as to assert that the so-called Antisaloon League, by its 
crusade for the destruction ·of a legitimate business, is violating 
the Sherman antitrust law, and should be called to account by 
the Attorney General of the United States. When a few years 
ago Switzerland prohibited the manufacture and sale of absinth 
a commission was created to assess the damage, and this com
mission has paid indemnities to those who sustained losses on 
account of the new law, even to the laboring men employed in 
that industry. Here is an example which our modern crusaders 
should study. I do not say that compensation would in any 
way excuse or justify prohibition, but it is the very least which 
could fairly be expected, and it is the only honorable way to go 
about it. As regards the financial consequences of prohibition, 
a disastrous flood or an earthquake would be mere child's play 
compared with the destruction to be wrought by it. 

Eighth. Prohibition will take the bread from the mouths of 
hundreds of thousands of employees and workingmen, not only 
of those employed in the breweries and distilleries, but of coop
ers, blacksmiths, glass blowers, wagon builders, bricklayers, 
carpen~ers, and so forth. Indeed, there will not be. a single 
trade which would escape the calamity. To those should be 
added all the small dealers and busihess men who are now 
patronized by these laboring men, and the damage will be felt 
even by banks, wholesalers, railroads, and farmers, especially 
those of our farmers who grow barley and hops. The inevitable 
result would be an economic panic unparalleled in our history, 
a panic dealing a terrific blow to the whole Nation and the 
devastations of which would equal those of a civil war. And 
what do the uplifters offer to the men deprived of their em
ployment and to the country as a substitute? Nothing! "After 
us, the flood I " . 

Ninth. Prohibition will cause a deficit in the Nation~! Treas
ury of at least $280,000,000 a year, for this is the amount which 
the Government now collects from beer, wine, and spirituous 
liquors, and which, by the way, far exceeds our total expenses 
for Army and Navy. It is a tax which every . consumer; as 
Garfield said as far back as 1880, pays voluntarily, because no 
one need pay it who does not wish to. It is, in other words, the 
voluntary contribution which the moderate drinkers of the coun
try make to the national household. How, I ask, should this 
deficit be coYered? It must be by direct taxes, of course; but 
we have just imposed a new corporation tax, a new income tax, 
and a war-revenue tax. Do you propose to pile· an additional 
quarter of a billion on top of those? No political party would 
e-yer surviYe the attempt. 

Tenth. Prohibition does not prohibit, and for this assertion I 
beg "to submit incontrovertible proof. _ 

If the patent medicine of the moral uplifters were effectual, 
the consumption of whisky should have been reduced by at 
least 50 per cent, because half of the territory of the Union 
has been voted dry. But what are the figures? The truth is 
that the consumption has doubled; in fact, has increased much 
more rapidly than the population. Again, the greatest per
centage of drunkenness is recorded in the prohibition States, 
because the number of arrests for drunkenness was five to nine 
times greater in those States than, for instance, in liberal Wis
consin. This proves conclusively that you can vote a town 

dry, but you can not vote a man dry. Or what was it that 
our farmer friend said? "Yes," he said; "I, too, voted for 
this mo>f::ment against alcohol, for as long as we have beer and 
wine and whisky, what do we want with alcohol?" Many a 
one might have thought so who, suffering no want himself, 
\oted to close the saloons of his neighborhood. But national 
prohibition will open the eyes of the people who have been 
thus misled and fooled. That the abo>e figures demonstrate 
the complete moral bankruptcy of the cause of prohibition, it 
is, I believe, unnecessary to point out further to those who 
are listening to me. 

A PROHIBITIO~ AMEXD:\IE::\T PRO\IDI::\G FOR FREE WIIISKY. 

.1\Iost of what I have said relates to the general subject of 
prohibition. Now, permit me briefly to discuss the concrete 
proposition before us--the concurrent resolution proposing an 
amend::nent to the Constitution providing for national prohi
bition. After a careful analysis I haYe come to the conclusion 
that this is a misnomer. It should be called "a constitutional 
amendment providing for free whisky," or "a measure to pro
mote home drunkenness." Surely no one can study ij,s effect 
without having his suspicions aroused, as well as his doubts. as 
to the sincerity of its proponents. Are they, we are justified in 
asking ourselves, really sincere in the advocacy of temperance 
or is it merely a manem·er, a sort of rallying cry for the 
unthinking or a signal from the leaders to show tile country 
how high they ha>e already dared to climb with their peculiar 
nostrum for the ills of mankind? 

I must confess, Mr. Speaker, that to me it looks as if tlie 
leaders, after they had carried prohibition to the doors of Con
gress, had suddenly lost courage as a result, perhaps, of the 
tremendous weight of their burden and had mixed their offer· 
ing of pure and adulterated water with a goodly alcoholic 
flavo1· to make it palatable. Let us see. The amendment reads 
as follows: 

The sale, manufacture for sale, importation for sale, and exportation 
for sale of intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes in the United 
States or territory subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are forever pro~ 
hibited. 

Why the repetition of the words "for sale "? Why such 
cumbersome form of expression? Why, if the amendment was 
designed to kill the liquor traffic, was it not put in this simple 
form: "'.rhe manufacture, sale, transportation, exportation, 
and importation, and so forth, are forever prohibited"? In 
answer to these questions let me quote the words of a good pro
hibitionist, a Mr. William A. Brubaker, of Detroit, .Mich., who 
writes to the National Issue, a prohibition paper, as follows: 

Anyone who understands the English language can readily see that 
the Hobson amendment would not prohibit the manufacture of liquor 
for personal use. Nor its importation for personal use. Hobson ad
mitted iri his speech in this city-Detroit-recently that his amendment 
was not intended to prohibit the manufacture or the importation of 
liquors Intended for personal use. 

It will be readily seen that this will open the door to all sorts of 
evasion and frauds and will make the enforcement of the law exceed
ingly difficult. If I may manufacture liquor for my own use, several 
of us may join in such manufacture. A hundred, a thousand, any 
number of men, ma.y join in such au enterprise. Suppose I own a 
brewery capitalized at $300,000. When the Hobson amendment is 
ratified, I at once advertise the sale of 200,000 shares of stock at $1 
each, with the inducement that beer will be furnished to . stockholders 
at cost. The entire amount is quickly subscribed and I pocket 
$200,000 by the transaction. When the amendment goes into effect 
"our" brewery is furnishing its--product only to its owners, at cost
of course, the cost is heavily padded by enormous salaries to the 
managers-not a pint of it is " for sale." Our product is shipped to 
its "owners" in all parts of the country, because, as you notice, there 
is no prohibition against its transportation in the amendment. A 
"cooperative brewery" could be set up in every town of any size in 
America, unless prohibited by State law. Clubs would be organized, 
as they are now in local-option territory, for the importation of Liquors, 
not "for sale," of course, but for the personal use of the members. 
Beer from Bavaria, champagne from France, whisky from Scotland. 
The question is, Do the temperance people of America care to spend 
money and effort for the adoption of such an amendment? "\Yould 
its enactment better present conditions a particle? 

· 1\Iy answer to this last question is, decidedly, no. Not only . 
would it not better present conditions, but it would make them 
infinitely worse. It would strike down the legitimate business, 
deprive the Treasury of a reyenu~ of $300,000,000, whicl:i would 
have to be made up by direct taxation, remo-ve all the safe
guards which State laws have thrown around the liquor traffic; 
would rob the 35 States of the Union which still legalize that 
traffic and their great and small municipalities of all their in
come from that source; would turn every house into a private 
distillery, replacing the milder · beverages, such as beer and 
wine, wherever they are now preferred, by strong and impure 
spirits; and, in a word, would make whisky as free and almost 
as cheap as water everywhere in the country. In the face of 
these .facts, how any man who has the cause of temperance at 
heart could vote for such a proposition is more than I can com
prehend. Under these circumstances America would be the 
paradise of the drinker, as well as ·the drunkard; but what of 
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that? Ha~e not the crusaders "the satisfaction of striking down 
a legitimate industry; of destroying values amounting to a 
billion dollars, without compensation and of throwing a.. million 
men out of employment, and at the same time depriving them 
and their families of their daily bread? They started out to 
ruin the liquor traffic as a business, and this the amendment 
will accomplish. Alongside of that eve1·ything else, including 
the real issue, namely, temperance, is evidently a matter of 
secondary consideration. 

CONGRESS CAN NOT SHIRK lTS RESPONSIBILITY. 

I trust, let me say in conclusion, that the vote on this propo
sition will not be regarded as merely a referendum. It is not; 
and when our friends the prohibitionists say that CongresS, in 
penni tting the people to decide the question, would not have to 
pass on its merits they are telling us what is not true. In the 
first place, the .Qeople at large wilT have no chance to vote on 
the question at all, because the legislatures will decide it, and 
this fact alone puts a tremendous responsibility on our shoul
ders, and for this reason: To be ratified the amendment re
quires the votes of the legislatures of 36 States. But the 36 
States which the crusaders are counting upon to vote affirma
tively do not comprise a majority of the people, so that the 12 
big States with a real majority would actually be dictated to by 
a minority, and in a matter which the great liberal States re
gard as vital. These States are Massachusetts, New York, New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, ?!fichi
gan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, and California. They have more 
Representati>es in CQngress than the 36 smaller States, cast 
9,000,000 out of the 15.000,000 votes for President in 1912, have 
a larger school attendance, less illiteracy, more church com
municants, own two-thirds of the church property of the coun
try, have two-thirds of the wageworkers, produce four-fifths of 
all the manufactured products, pay two-thirds of all the in
ternal revenue, three-fourths of the corporation tax, and five
sixths of the income tax, and have four-fifths of all savings
bank deposits. According to the census of 1910 these 12 States, 
by the way, had only 115 State prisoners per 100,000 population, 
while the 9 prohibition States had 124. The number of prison
ers for gra>e homicide on January 1, 1910, was, in the 9 prohi
bition States, 1,846; in the 12 license States only 1,664. 

To come back to my argument, these :figures show conclu
sively that the only protection which we have in this instance 
against minority rule must be afforded by Congress. Moreover, 
the founders of the: Republic clearly intended Congress to exer
cise its mature judgment in the matter of ::unending the Consti
tution or else they would not have provided for a two-thirds 
majority to be required for the passage of nn amendment; and 
is it not also true that ' the House, being. particularly c·ha.rged 
with the initiative as to all revenue bills, must carefully exer
cise its judgment regarding all measures affecting the revenue? 
And is it possible that we co'uld shirk that responsibility regard
ing a proposition which threatens to bankrupt the Treasm·y? 

In a telegram recently sent out from Washington it - was 
stated that "the responsible leadership of the House does not 
regard prohibition as a national issue." Permit me to say, Mr. 
Speaker, that the destruction of.Jawful propetty by the- mere 
expression of opinion without a dey in court-" due process of 
law "-and without just compensation for all losses, can never 
be a legitimate issue in either State or Nation, however an 
insistent corporation may urge such piracy under the form of 
la;w, and however some courts may permit it by substituting the 
" police power " for the Bill of Rights. Congress is an inde
pendent body · and should never assent to control which would 
swerve it one iota from the great principles upon which our 
Government was founded. (Applause.] 

I thank the House for the time and attention accorded to me. 
1\Ir. STAFI!'ORD. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 

Ohio (Mr. GoRDoN]. 
.Mr. GORDON. .Mr. Speaker. the measure under considera

tion is. in my judgment, indefensible upon two groundS-first, 
the means· by which it is proposed to inject it into the organic 
law of the Republic; second, the character and the terms of 
the measure itself. 

A proposition so radical and revolutionary as this, which pro
poses to repudiate th p1inciple of home rule and local self
government. to invade and "iolate the reserved rights of the 
States, to deprive them of a material source of their present 
income. and to take from them the police power over what has 
always been considered a subject of State and local jurisdiction 
and control. ought not to originate in the American Congress, 
but shoulil first be subjected to local delrafe and consideration 
nhd proposed: if ar all. by the· States themselves. · 

We are asked in thiS joint resolution to submit to the legl& 
latures of the several States, each acting as a unit, for adop~ 

tion the drastic and far-reaching constitutional provisions fol· 
lowing, namely : 

SECTION 1. The sale, manufacture for sale, transportation for sale, 
importation for sale, and exportation for sale of intoxicating Ilquors 
fo:r beverage purposes in the United States and all territory subject 
to the jurisdiction thereof are forever prohibited. 

SEc. 2. Congress &hall have power to provide for tbe manufacture, 
sale, importation, and transportation of intoxicating liquors for sacm
mental, medicinal. mechanical. pharmaceutical, or scientific purposes, 
or fot· use in the arts, and shall have power to enforce this article 
by all needful legislation. 

If this measure passes Congress by the requisite vote and is 
approved by a majority of the legislatures of 3G of the 48 States 
of this Union, it will have become a part of the organic law of 
this Republic, although a large majority of the people of the 
United States may be opposed to its adoption. 

Under the peculiar system of representation in the legislature 
existing in many States, by which the land area instead of the 
people is represented in their lawmaking body, it is very likely 
to be the case that the legislature is not representative of the 
great body of the people. Some New England States ha>e, I 
understand, a system of town and township representation in 
their legislatures, tlius creating a rotten borough system with
out regard to population, and practically denying representation 
to the great body of people residing in the populous centers. 

In my own State every county has a member of the general 
assembly, regardless of its population. Omitting the ·15 largest 
counties, the average population of the remaining 73 is but 
30,853, while the populous counties ha>e, under the last appor
tionment, only one additional member to each 47.671 inhabit
ants: So that it is entirely possible and very probable that, 
although Ohio rejected State-wide prohibition at the last elec
tion by 84,152 majority, the general assembly, elected at the 
same time, might swaliow· this measure with the greatest eager
ness if giYen a11 opporrunity to do so. 

I heard a Member of the House from Missouri say a few days 
ago that the legislatm:~ of his State would adopt this measme 
with avidity if we submitted it to them, and yet onJy four years 
ago, and the last time the electors >oted on the question, Mis
souri rejected State-wide prohibition by 218,125 majority, or by 
more than 2 to 1 of the total vote cast. 

In the recent campaign in Ohio those who advocated State
wide prohibition were assisted by the author of this joint 
resolution, the qistinguished gentleman frQm Alabama (Mr. 
HoBsoNJ, whose eloquent tongue and ready pen. always forceful 
and entertaining, no doubt contributed materially to the large 
vote cal?t for pr·oh~bition. But I submit that he is not according 
the people of my State fa~r treatment or c.onsideration when he 
comes with a motion for a new trial before the Representati>es 
of all the States and aslf.s them to r~verse the verdict rendered 
by the eJectors of Ohio on this question. The . people of my 
State are much better qualified to pass judgm~nt upon the 
relative merits of regulation or pro~ibiqon as applied to their 
ow_n Commonwealth than are the Representatives, here or else
where, of Utah, Wyop!ing, or A1izona, or any other State in this 
Union. 

No po:wer is given Congress by the Constjtution to submit this 
or any other proposition to a vote of the electors whether as a 
whole or by and tHrough the States, and this fact furnishes the 
reasons for proposing to adopt it from the top ipstead of com
mencing at the bottom of oUl· constituUonal structure. 

No one will seriously contend that anywhere ne~r a majority 
of the duly qualified electors of the United States favor the 
adoption of this .measure. . 

The Democratic platform of 1912 contains this declm·ation = 

Believing that the most efficient results under our system of. govern~ 
ment can be attained by tbe full exercise by the StatE:s of their reserved 
sovereign powers, we denounce the efforts of our opponents to deprive 
the States of any of tbe rights reserved to them and to enlarge and 
magnify by indirection the powers of the Federal Government. 

Article X, amendments to the Federal Constitution, provides: 
The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution 

nor prohibited by it to the States are rese1·vcd to the State's, respec· 
lively, or to the people. 

-This proposed joint resolution is a hald, naked, and palpable 
repudiation of the letter and spirit of the tenth ameru:lment to 
the Constitution and of the plank quoted from the Baltimore 
platform. 1t proposes to outlaw by prohibiting the u,se of many 
hundreds ot millions in value of property now utilized in the 
production, manufacture, and sale of vinous, spirituous, and 
malt liquors, and to clothe the Federal Government with the 
p.olice power necessary to enforce this destructive and confisca
tory enactm€nt. 

It is proposed to do this by a majority vote of the legislatures 
ot three-fourths in number of the States of this Union. Eleven 
of these States-Arizona, Dela Will'€, . Idaho, 1\lon tana, K ew 
Hampshire, New Mexico, Nevada, Vermont, Rhode Island, Utah, 
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and Wyoming~represented on the .floor of this House by 16 
Members and in the Senate of the United States by 22 Senators, 
had by the census of 1910 an r.ggregate population of 3,366,313, 
while by the same census the State of New York had a popula
tion of 9,113,61'4. Neither of these 11 States had as many 
people as the city in which I live, and all of the.::n combined 
had 1,400,000 less people than the city of New York or the State 
of Ohio by the last census. Here we have the actual impelling 
force behind this proposition; because the people of States like 
New York, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Ohio, Texas, Missouri, Massa
chusetts, :1\Iichigan, Indiana, and New Jersey refuse to conform 
to the ideas vf rural and sparsely settled States like the first 11 
I have named, the latter propose, by their preponderating power 
in numbers, each State having 1 vote on amending the Constitu
tion, to force this amendment on the 10 States last mentioned, 
whose combined population by the last census was 234,175 in 
excess of one-half of the population of all the States in the 
Union. 

If this proposition shall be adopted by Congress, it will remain 
open .for adoption by the legislatures of the several States for 
an unlimited period of time; its rejection by a majority of the 
States will not settle the question, and its submission will sim
ply open, and keep open, for an indefinite period a 1'a w and 
bleeding sore on the body politic of every State in the Union, 
to the exclusion of intelligent consideration of every other 
public question, however pressing. 

The ~na~tment of the Webb law by the Sixty-second Congress 
removed the only possible justification or excuse for this meas
ure. By its terms the seyeral States of this Union were au
thorized to prohibit the importation and transportation of 
intoxicating liquors into a State, or any part thereof, wherein 
the sale of such iiquors is made unlawful by the constitution 
or laws of said State. 

The preamble to this bill is a mere stump speech in favor 
of total abstinence, highly colored by fervid rhetoric and gross 
exaggeration and the frequent use of adjectives and epithets, 
but as the preamble is no part of the legislation proposed I 
desire to submit a few observations upon the pertinent pro
visions of the measure. 

It proposes to prohibit in the United States, the Philippines, 
Hawaii, Guam, Porto Rico, and Alaska the sale, manufac
mre, transportation, importation, and exportation for sale of 
intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes, and in section 2 
authorizes Congress to provide for the manufacture, sale, im
portation, and transportation of intoxicating liquors for certain 
specified purposes deemed proper and necessary, and then au
thorizes the "needful" ·legislation to enforce its provisions. 
If the use of intoxicating liquors is as harmful as stated in 
the preamble, it is strange that no provision was inserted to pro
hibit its manufacture for use by the people of the United States; 
for all that this legislation contains every man can have his 
own still, brewery, or winery and use or give away intoxicating 
liquors without limit. No provision is made for supplying the 
deficiency of about $250,000,000 annually· which will be lost to 
the public revenues of the United States by the adoption of 
this measure, to say nothing of the loss of revenue to the States 
and their subdivisions. The consequences of this legislation 
ha>e not been fully considered by its authors and proponents. 

Would the people of States like New York, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, and Dlinois, after having this amendment forced upon 
them by the legislatures of such States as New Mexico, Nevada, 
Wyoming, and Arizona, be disposed to enact the necessary legis
lation to enforce it? The question answers itself. 

The only recourse, then, for its enforcement would be deputy 
United .States marshals. How many would be required for a 
serious attempt to enforce· such a law no one can even estimate. 
The only result certain to follow the adoption o.f this measure is 
a complete breaking down of the whole system of attempted law 
enforcement by the National Government, and a sickening dis
regard of this and all other laws as a natural consequence. If 
it should be adopted, a majority of the States would soon wish 
to repudiate it, and it would hang like a millstone about the 
neck of this Nation until three-fourths of the States could be 
induced to repeal it. 

But we are told with vehement emphasis that the question of 
adoption by the several States of this Union of regulation or 
prohibition as a means of providing against the evils result
ing from the sale of intoxicating liquors is a moral one, which 
justifies the invasion of the reserved rights of the States and 
the repudiation of the theory of home rule. and local self-govern
ment. :upon which our dual system is based. There may or may 
not be· force in this contention, since the point of view of each 
individual and the facts and circumstances in the case alone 
determine ·that. If it ·is contended that legislative prohibition 

raises the standard of morality in the prohibition States above 
that ~f similar States having a system of regulation, I deny it, 
and crt~ the experience of the New ·England Stat-es as examples, 
all of which have had prohibition, and all of which have aban
doned it, with but one exception. 

. ~here is not much virtue in the term applied, either to an in
diVIdual or to a system or }Jolicy of government. No improve
ment will be noted in the odor of a jim son weed by calling it a 
sunflower. · 

"That which we call a rose, by any other name would smeli 
as sweet." · 

The gentlemen who propose to assume the guardianship over 
the morals of the people who reside in the great and populous 
States of this Union are reminded that the great mass of the 
people of those States were born and have grown up in theil~ 
?wn_ C~mmonweal~hs, are more familiar with the people and 
msbtutions of their own States than nonresidents possibly ·can 
be, and that the morals <Of the people, so far as the same are 
affected by what they eat and drink, are not likely to be im~ 
proved by outside interference. 
. There is probably invested in property used in the produc~ 

tion, manuf~cture, transportation, and sale of spirituo~s, nnous, 
and malt liquors, by people residing in the territory covered 
by this joint resolution one thousand millions of dollars. It 
is proposed to outlaw this property by prohibiting its use for 
the purposes to which it is adapted, and to place it in the same 
category with gambling implements and burelars' tools without 
notice or compensation. ' 

Whate,:er may be our opinions of the business of producing, 
transportmg, or selling intoxicating liquors the wholesale confis
cation authorized by this measure does present a moral question 
of much graver magnitude and consequence than is invol\ed in 
the desire to regulate the appetites by controlling through one 
enactment the business relations of all the people who live 
under the American flag. [Applause.] 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Spea~er, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [1\Ir. OGLESBY]. 

.ll!r. OGLESBY. All:. S~eaker, this is a proposition to pro
hibit forever, by constitutional amendn;lent, the sale, manufac
ture for sale, transportation for sale, importation for sale, £nd 
exportation for sale of intoxicating liquors for beverage pur
poses in the United States and all territory subject to the juris-
diction thereof. · 

As the law now stands, the States may decide this question 
each. for itself, by majority vote or its electorate. In my judg~ 
ment the manufacture and sale of liquor is not a proper subject 
for national constitutional provision, but is a matter for re,.,.ula
tion by legislative enactment and should be decided in and for 
each State, or such subdivision ~hereof as may properly be 
established for referendum action, by a majority vote of the 
qualified electors residing therein. Congress has _the power, 
without amending the Constitution, to give full protection to a 
dry State against importation from a wet State by outlawing 
liquor as an article of interstate commerce. The amendment 
if submitted, is not to be voted upon by the people. ' 

To amend the· Constitution as herein proposed, three things 
are requisite-i. e., first, tl\~ resolution must be adopted by a 
two-thirds vote in the House; second, by a two-thirds vote in 
the Senate; and third, such action ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States. The resolution will be 
adopted by the Senate if it receive the support of 64 Senators, 
representing any 32 States, and, in the event of its passing this 
House also, would become effective when ratified by the legisla· 
tures of 36 States, though rejected by the other 12. 

There are 32 States of the Union with a combined population 
of about one-half that of the other 16, and 10 with a population 
exeeeding that of the other 38. So that should this House give 
its consent to the method here proposed of determining the 
question, United States Senators representing one-third and 
State legislatures representing less than one-half of the citizens 
of the Republic could impose their will on the majority. 1 

There are 19 States in the Union whose combined population 
is less than that of the State of New York. The adoption of 
this resolution would deprive the voters of the district which 
I have the honor to represent of all opportunity to express 
their wishes directly on the proposition and leave them only a 
wholly disproportionate and ·unequal representative voice in 
its determination. It would permit the legislatures of 19 States, 
with a combined population less than _ that of my State, to _ 
cast 19 votes and the legislature of my S.tate only 1 vote in the _ 
determination of this question for my_ people. It is only in this 
House that the people of my district -and State have an equal 
representative voice i~ amending t;l:le Constitution. 



191~'- CONGRESSIO.~ AL _REQORD_-HOVS~!· · 553· 
Whether the. n;1ethqd pro~ided in th_e Constitl,ltion_ f~n· its_ 

amendment should, b~ modJ_fi~d or whether it can rightfully be. 
changed_ w~thout the consent of all the States is open to serious 
question. . 
· The proposition presented here is in no sense analogous to 
those embodied in ,amendm~nts h~~_etofore accepted, for instance, 
to that contained in the constitutional amendment recently 
adopted, providing for the el~tion of :United States Senators by 
direct vote of the people. That was merely a change to a more 
direct method the manner of selecting their United States 
Senators by the people of the States. It was an amendment of a 
matter originally contained in the Constitution and properly 
subject to amendment in the manner therein provided. 

I am convinced it was never inten,ded by the people of the 
States originally entering the Union; or. believed by their repre
sentatives in convention, that in consenting to the method of 
amending. the Constitution therein fixed a means was thereby 
provided by which their powers of police regulation could be 
taken from them against their will. I am clear, at .least, that 
we, the people's representatives, should not by the method pro
posed here, or in any other manner, foreclose the right of the 
majority to decide this question as they see fit. [Applause.] 

Upon a question which has been long before the people, and 
opportunity afforded to test public opinion, . I deem it to be 
my duty to vote in accordance with what I believe to be the 
wishes of the majority of my constituents, and that I should 
not depart from this rule except upon a matter which threatens 
the integrity or affects the honor of the Nation. 

~Ir. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BABCHFELD]. 

l\Ir. BARCHFELD. Mr. Speaker, in the name of national 
prohibition there is now at work in this country a political 
faction which would destroy the frame of the American Gov
ernment; force a Federal police rule upon every person in the 
United States, and strike the greatest blow at State rights ever 
attempted. I purpose to correct some of the falsities of their 
statements and speak with what skill I have in defense of the 
system of government which they would disrupt. 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr: HoBSON] has introduced 
four resolutions for a prohibition amendment to the Federal 
Constitution. They are all in favor of prohibiting the manu
facture and sale of alcoholic beverages, but are all progressive, 
in that each resolution goes a little further than its prede
cessor, and the last proposes that the sale, manufacture for 
sale,- exportation for sale, importation for sale, and transporta
tion for sale of all beverages ft.nd foods containing alcohol are 
forever prohibited in the United States and in all territory under 
their jurisdiction. In passing I may quote from Mr. HoBsoN's 
speech of December 11, 1913, iii which he said: 

I want my colleagues to understand from the start and, so far as 
we can have them, the Am~>..rican people, that there 6 no desire, no 
intent on the part of this resolution to invade either the individual 
rights or inherent liberties of the citizen, or to climb over the wall 
that civilization-particularly- the Anglo-Saxon civilization-has built 
around the home. 

Probably this has reference to the fact that the manufacture 
and sale of liquors for sacramental, medicinal, therapeutic, and 
mechanical purposes is excepted from the grand prohibition of 
this proposed amendment, and possibly to the idea which the 
prohibitionists are now seeking to promulgate, that this con
stitutional prohibition will not prevent the individual citizen 
being his own distiller or brewer and making for himself in his 
home all the intoxicating beverages that he can manufacture 
for his own consumption and gifts to his friends. This does not 
deceive me, but only adds to my resentment, in the name of 
our Constitution and of our people, against the colossal fraud 
which the advocates of this prohibition amendment would com
mit in the name of temperance. · 

The prohibitionists must seek one of two things: Either they 
wish to deprive the States of the power to regulate the liquor 
traffic and to invade· the American home and handcuff the 
American citizen with a prohibition on his personal habits and 
individual freedom or else they wish to destroy the regulated 
liquor traffic and· introduce into America in spite of the State 
and local · governments an unlicensed, untaxed, and unregulated 
free manufacture of intoxicating beverages. 

In the first half of the dilemma the prohibition agitators are 
compelled to admit that their purpose· is the invasion of the 
home with a national ·police ordinance and the denial to the 
States of the right to make local liquor laws. All these people 
who for one reason or another are inclined to give ear to the 
grand fallacy of national prohibition should take une look at 
the Hobson prohibition am.endmerit and then conclude, as they 
most, that it proposes confusion worse .confounded and if 
nothing more, is an insult to the common sense of Americans. 

In the se~ond half of the . dilemma the prohibition agitators 
are reverting to the position of those who insisted that instead 
of taxing all of the alcoholic liquors manufactured in this 
country there should be an ·exemption, so that each man could 
manufacture not to exceed 80 gallons of whisky a year for · 
family consumption, and this idea was rejected many years 
ago as offensive to . every idea of temperance and decency in 
the Federal taxation. and local regulation of the liquor traffic . . 

1 do not propose, however, to discuss this subject except upon 
the idea that those who are now advocating national prohibition 
mean to accomplish what the prohibition~sts. always P,ave as 
their single object-that is, to prohibit not only the manufacture 
and sale of liquors, but to prohibit the use of liquors, and to 
secure this by compulsion and force through law. . · · 

There. is no question which more merits calm consideration, 
and I propose to speak upon it without r:egard to the hysterical 
denunciation of those who assume to represent the moral re
generation. I represent a large church constituency, and · I 
do not yield to any agent of any society or organization in the _ 
duty of represe~tlng those people on this floor. The leader of 
the prohibition advocates in this House pretends to represent 
the religious people of this country . as a sort of new John the 
Baptist preparing the way for compulsory constitutional refor
mation. 

He preaches a doch·ine of moral coercion in the home and 
incidentally advocates the construction of a thousand battle
ships for defense against a host of enemies who are the figment 
of his own brilliant imagination. The mythical Don Quixote 
has a fitting successor in the present hero of the prohibitionists. 
Capt. HoisoN has traveled the chautauqua routes of the country, 
fighting windmills with windy oratory, finding a Sam uri warrior 
in every inoffensive Japanese servant in America and a great 
destroyer in every beer bottle that decorates a German laborer's 
dinner table. He wants to take upon his shoulders the task of 
Hercules and do what no mortal man has done since time 
began. In his brief life he would refor:m the habits and customs 
which began with . Genesis, came down through the history of 
the sons of Abraham, the records of t):le children of Israel, and 
the Acts of the Apostles. He is willing to reform the teachings • 
of the Scripture and prohibit the turning of anything into wine. 
And he is determined to a<;complish this thing, not by teaching, 
not by persuasion, not by moral reformation, but by amendment 
of that greatest secular document in history, the Constitution of 
the United States. Capt. HoBsoN fails to realize, however, that 
his Am~rican people can not be coerced even by the supreme 
law of the land. They may be taught, but they can not be 
forced. . . 

Prohibition has been the instrument of despotism since the 
world began, the first aid and last resource of those who would 
compel where they can not lead. King George tried to prohibit 
the American Colonies from manufacturing their own wares, 
from going to market anywhere except in old England, and from 
having arms. In defiance of these prohibitions the American 
people created the United States of America, and I, for one, 
believe that as the American Government grew out of the 
people's hatred of prohibition in the days of the Revolution, so 
to-day prohibition of the kind which is fostered by the followers 
of Capt. HoBsoN would meet as great resentment as it did in the 
earliest days of the country. 

Prohibition has now been taken as a trade-mark by the peo
ple who want to prevent the sale of intoxicating liquors. They 
have a good motive, but a wrong method. They want' to re
move temptation from those who can not resist it. But there 
is no magnet in the universe so powerful as prohibited tempta
tion. It draws humanity as the flame draws the moth. I 
do not suppose Adam and Eve would have paid any particular 
attention to the tree of knowledge if they had not been pt·o
hibited from eating the fruit of that tree. There were so many 
other varieties of fruit in the garden that they could not sam: 
ple them all. But when that one tree was marked" Prohibjte.d~.' 
they went after that particular fruit and neglected all the 
others. Moses gave the children of Israel several prohibitions 
and then smashed the tables of stone because they would riot 
obey. The world has been going that way .ever since. The 
striking difference between the Old Testament and the New is 
the absence ot prohibitions in the latter. The Master revised 
the old version and struck out the word "forbid." He sruil 
"forbid them not". when His .disciples wanted to keep the chil,
dren away _from, Him. He repeated the same request when they 
want~d to deny tribute to Cresar and when they wanted to 
check QtheJ;s froiQ. : prophesying in His name. P~ul rathet• 
prejudiced hl.s case with the ladi.es by forbidding them to speak 
in public,_ but he also. warned the people . against those who 
commanded them t.o abstain from meats which God had create~ •. 

-. 
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The one most serious prejudice against Paul has been that 
prohibition against the ladies. They will never forget Paul or 
:forgive him. In that they show that they are daughters of 
mother- Eve. 

It is not simply the people who want to drink or run a 
sal&on or a brewery who object to prohibition; it is the inborn 
prejudice against the word or any synonym of the word "pro· 
hibition." The old Washingtonians tried to make intemperate 
people temperate by persuasion. John B. Gough and Franeis 
Murphy employed the horrible example. 1\Iother Stewart 
prayed with the saloon keeper and persuaded him to pour his 
liquors into the gutter; Frances Willard followed the same ex
ample. Gough and Murphy and l\Iother Stewart and Frances 
Willard are remembered as great leaders, but who remembers 
the names of the Prohibition candidates for President in the 
last 40 years, or even in the last presidential campaign? 

It is not because the majority of the people are not temperate 
and do not want to have all men sober. It is simply the old 
prejudice against prohibition; against having one man say yon 
shaH not eat pork, or roast beef, or oysters, or drink Potomac 
water, or beer, or something stronger. We have been brought 
up in the way of regulating our own appetites, We will not 
even let the doctor prescribe a diet, unless he has us in bed with 
a nurse on guard. We resent prohibition of any and every 
kind which concerns om·selves. We hav(' been educated in the 
way of paying our money and taking our choice. The human: 
race started in that road in the beginning and it has been trav
eling that road ever since, and we have called that road civiliza. 
tion and enlightenment and progress. So, afteT many years of 
this kind of travel, the Americans who claim now to head the 
procession refuse to have the sign of prohibition put up- across 
the highway. 

'rhe question is bigger than the control of the liquor traffic. 
It is a question of local government; and of the control · of the 
local affairs of the community by the majority of the residents 
of that community, whether it be a rural township, a village, a 
town, or a city. We began building this Republic from the 
bottom, not from the top, as did the people of Mexico. We laid 

• the foundations in local governmen1:y and out of these constructed 
the States, and then from the States the Nation. We did not 
construct the Nation first an.d then give it the power to make 
States, and p{mnit them to construct counties and townships 
and charter cit:e.:;, towns, and villages. There have always been 
different customs in .different parts of the country, and there 
are to-day. We have drawn our inhabitants from all parts of 
the world, and while we have made them good Americans, com
bining all that makes a Nation of freeme}l. we have not tried 
to prohibit them from following the religious- and family cus
toms which they brought with them. There are nearly 200 
different religious sects in the United States and 22 great 
parent churches. The communicants and followers and sup
porters of these religions and sects are jealous of their rights 
to worship God as they please, and have fteir own idea of a 
God; to accept the Old Testament or the New; to take the 
Koran or the Book of Confucius or the Vedas. 

We have 14 kinds of Baptists, as many kinds of Methodists, 
and val'ieties of almost every denomination, of the Protestant 
Church. We have those to believe in Jesus as the Christ, anl'i 
those who do not; those who have very distinct forms of. re
ligious worship and those who have no very definite form. They 
refuse to be prohibited from following theh.· own form of wor
ship . or from having no religious belief whatever. We ha"\'"e 
infidels as well ·as Christians. A great .many. of these people 
came to America for the specific purpose of escaping just -such 
prohibitions in other countries. 

Some of these people believe that no human being should 
eat meat, some would prohibit particular kinds of meat, or have 
it prepared for eating after a p:uticular form, and some know 
no law on this matter except that of necessity and opportunity1 

eating and enjoying beef, pork, and lamb, fish, or fowl. We 
have other customs some of them imported and some of domestic 
development, and the followers of these ~ustoms - and fads nre 
just as much opposed to being prohibited from following them 
as are the religi-Ous and nonreligious people. Some of them 
want to go barefoot and some would prohibit that custom as 
bHrbarous, some are confident that we should live on predi
gested breakfast foods, and some believe that thorough mastica
tion is the· only rule of health. Sonie believe in protecting the 
hnman form with stays and some disregard the corset as a relic 
of barbarism. -Some h:rve a champagne taste and some a beer 
tt~ste: It is just as difficult to prohibit one of these customs, 
f ads. or' t a tes as it is another. The followers of them··an bate 
the word ''11rohibition." The ·village may ptohibit the drinking 
of bi'€r or the w e;Hing of Mother Hubbards if a majority of 
t lle good people iu tllat_ village agree that they do not want 

either. But the residents of that village resent a: prohibition of 
either by a neighboring community. They want to regulate their 
own domestic affairs. There have been communities from · the 
beginning where the saloon and the barroom in the tavern were
unknown, and there have been others where they existed, and 
the people thought they had a . right to have them. 

Local option in some States became a popular method of <leal· 
ing with the question, and the State exercised its police powet• 
c.: taxing the saloon or permitting communltie.; to prohibit it. 
The peo!)le in town meetings, or village or township elections, 
decided whether they would have the saloon or not. Sometimes 
the majority voted one way and the next year voted the other 
way. They exercised the-ir right of local self-government. Then, 
this option was in places extended to the counties, and the 
majority took up the question as a State issue, and prohibited 
tl:!.e saloon oT the manufacture and sale of alcoholic products in 
whole States. 

The State of Iowa did this some years ago, and the people in 
the river counties resented the prohibition. The majority of 
the people in the cities, towns, and rural communities along the · 
Missis ippi River were Germans, and they wanted their beer ~ 
just as they wanted cabbage and sausage. They Tefnsed to be 
prohibited from having these things by the State. They elected 
their city, town, .and county o:fficet:s on an open and distinct 
pledge that the State law should not be enforced. 
· Some temperance advocates and prohibitionists thought the 
open violation of th.e State law in Iowa w:ts due to clo e contact 
with Illinois, a State which did not have prohibHion but licensed 
the saloon. But in Illinois the saloon was regulated, and· in 
some towns on the river next to the Iowa line they were pro· 
hibited under the mandate of local option. The people in those 
Illinois towns who wanted beer or whisky walked across the 
bridges iut o prohibition Iowa and were satisfied. The rebellion 
agains t prohibition in Iowa was local. The majority in the 
cities, towns. and counties refused to haye their personal aff<lirs 
regulated by State l.aw. They had been educated in a differ
ent way from the people who made up the majority in other 
parts of the State. They carried ·their hatted of prohibition to 
the point of defying the laws of the State and wr•iting this defi
ance into their local laws. The situation became so ser1ous 
that the Iowa Legislature felt it wise to enact a mulct law that 
would recognize. the local sentiment of communities, although 
that-law was in defiance of the statute prohibiting the manufac· 
tnre and sale of. alcoholic liquors. 

The people of Kansas hitd ~milar experience. They have 
State-wide prohibition in Kansas, with drug stores selling on 
prescription and furnishing the presc1iptio-n. In Maine they 
have prohibition by the State ~onstitution, while bootleggers 
make up a respeetable ·part of the busine s communHy. 

Without further discussion of the freaks and failings or pro
hibition in the States and localities which have experimented 
with its fundamental impossibilities, I wish tc give testimony 
1 ~gardlng the great State of Pennsylvania, and more particu
larly to the marvelous county of Allegheny, pa rt of which I 
represent here in Congress. We ha·ve in Pennsylvania the best 
liquor law in the United States. I have traveled the States of 
the Union, have seen prohibition under every condition, and 
have seen the travesty of local option, where half the community 
tried to vote the other half into being criminals. I have seen 
a local option county gu wet and dry alternately every two or 
three years, with the saloons voted in at one election and out at 
the ne::~.:t, and there was little choice between the irrespon ible 
character o~ the licensed dealer of one period and the reckle s 
bootlegger of the next. 'rhe· saloon keeper when the county was 
wet \Yas so insecure in his busine s that he had small reason 
to safeguard his license. The bootlegger had to violate the Ia w 
to op~rate, and was subject to no restraint whatever. Under 
both conditions the people demanded liquors and insisted on a 
supply. 

In Pennsylvania we have the .Brooks high-license law. The 
saloon keeper comes before the court, and under his oath sa tis
ties the judge that he is a proper person to have a license; that 
he has never been convicted of crime; that he is a man of moral 
uprightness and has sufficient capital to engage in the business; 
that he will obey the law and the regulations which the court 
enforces; that · he will religiously observe the first day of the 
week, commonly called the Sabbath, and refrain from elliog on 
that day. There is not a licensed dealer or a hotel keeper in 
my county who would ·violate this law and this order of the 
court. 

Now, what is the result? The licensed dei!ler is engnged in a 
lawful business. He has capital invested, and the continuance 
of his license is his greatest asset. "He knows that the court 
wil: revoke his license ot· refuse it at the next licensing IJeriod 
if the law is violated. 
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We have in Pennsylvania a licensed, respectable, and s::ttis

factory regulation of the sale of Jiquors. We would not ex
change this for the uncertainty of local option, the bootlegger 
regime of prohibition, or sacrifice our own right of local regu
lation for a constitutional mandate from 'Vnsllington, D. C., 
directing us to forbid the sale of liquors in Pittsburgh. 

My district, the thirty-second congressiounl district of Penn
sylvania, is tlle workshop of the world. I represent a con
stituency of oYer 300,000 inhabitants in five city wnrds and 
tlle outlying boroughs and townships of Alleglleuy County south 
of the Monongahela and Ollio llh-ers. In times of our pros
perity 100,000 men go each duy, except tlle Snbbatll, to the 
furnace door of the steel mills, the dark deptlls of tlle coal 
mines, and the fur ions acti ,·ity of the factories, many of tllem 
witll their lives in their hands, and draw from the minerals 
and materinls of the earth the wealth of her resources. 

A portion of this section was first called Birmingham, after 
its counterpart in England, wllence came tlle first English 
steel workers, to be followed later by the Irish, Germans, the 
Poles, the Slays, the Italians, the· Huns, and all those others 
who now make the most cosmopolitan and industrious working 
community in America. These men of all races and all re
ligious, honest nnd God-fearing, ask only the opportunity to 
labor, to live. and to accumulate their sa-rings that tlley may be 
lla})pier and more substantial citizens. They are as law
abiding a community as America knows. They wish to ha-ve 
freedom, however, in their ways of life, and to impose upon 
them rules of snmptunry legislation would be to destroy their 
confidence in America and her free institutions. 

These people_ look upon alcoholic liquors as a right, inborn 
and God giyen. What prohibitionist from the corn fields of 
Kansas. the cotton fields of Alabama, or the seacoast of Maine, 
where the bootlegger yotes for prohibition, has a right to com
mand a steel worker in my district that faces 2, 00° F. at the 
furnace door that he may not ha-ve his beer when his heat ~s 
ended'? Stimulant to that constituent of mine is a food, and 
he would tell you it was a necessity. When the long day's work 
is over, the kind of a day's work that no agitator for prohi
bition can understand or appreciate, these men, as have their 
forefathers for generations, drink their beer, their wine, or 

· their whisky, and they will defy all the prohibitionists in 
America to give one good reason w by they should not. 

Let me tell yon that in times of prosperity the Jones & 
Laughlin American Iron & Steel Works employs 10,000 men; 
tlle United States Steel Corporation, 22,000 men; the Pitts
burgh Coal Co., 11,000 men; and other industries similar great 
numbers in my district; and without drunkenness or excess 
these men demand places near the mills where they can secure 
their whisky and their beer, a bowl of soup and a ration ·of 
meat, that will replace the mighty energies they ex11end upon 
their labors. 

I have given you a suggestion of the way liquors are usCd 
in my district. Incidentally there are no Keeley cures or other 
t1r·ug sanatoria in my district. You will find tlle latter iu 
prohibition States. I venture to say tllat there is just as much 
reason in principle for insistence on liquors by the people in 
other parts of the United States, and I am sure that license 
and regulation will be as efficient and successful in other States 
and sections as it is in western Pennsylvania. 

Just as I deny any stranger the right to dictate to my people, 
however, I will refrain from even suggesting to other States 
and localities, regardle~s of the soundness of my views, the way 
in which they should regulate tlleir affairs and confine myself 
t.o a few obserYations on prohibitionists and their falsehoods. 

I am a doctor of medicine by profession. The Hobson resolu
tion begins with the statement that "exact scientific research 
ha demonstrated that alcohol is a narcotic poison.'' As a 
physidan I state that this is either a play on words or an out
right misstatement. In either event it is misleading, and flies 
in tlle face of medicai practice and physiological science. 

When Capt. HoBSON and llis prohibition ex110nents of de
nunciation and misapprehension make the sudden discovery 
in this early part of the twentieth century that alcohol is ab
solutely destructive tlle medical profession and all the nonpro
hibition laity marvel that the ciYilized population has in
creased, the wealth, prosperity, and material good have in
creased, and, strange to say, the moral improvement of the 
people has been certain despite their universal addiction to 
this certain destroyer. As a matter of fact, the Empire of 
Turkey, where alone in all the world alcohol is prohibited by 
the word of the Prophet, shows the physical, mental, moral, 
and material 11alsy which prohibitionists would ha-ve us believe 
is tile case with our Anglo-Saxon civilization if alc-ohol. . which 
We ba Ye USed, is the agent Of degeneracy it iS pictured to be. 

Anglo-Saxon civilization has been destroyed by its use of 
alcohol. The Turkish people have electrified the world by their 
abstinence a·nd consequent enlightened progress. Officially and 
by exact scientific research we are dead, and the Turks are the 
foremost people of the world, provided Capt. HoBSON and the 
prohibitionists are right in their diagnosis. Not only are ·we 
Americans dead, but the great Germanic peoples of central 
Europe have, instead of making wonderful progress during the 
past 50 years, disappeared from the face of the earth. 

It is the Christian civilization that is now decadent, while 
that of tlle l\Ioslem is triumphant throughout the world. Are 
we liring in the twentieth century and not in the age of 
Mohammed? After listening to the gentleman from Alabama, 
as he pictured the failure of our civilization, I was almost per
suaded tllat he had turned back the dial of Father Time a 
tllousand years and that it was the star and crescent rather 
than the star of Bethlehem that was leading us on. 

So far as this scientific aspect of the liquor question is con
cerned-incidentally, it is exactly the same to-day that it has 
been since that early day in the dawn of civilization when 
alcoholic liquors were first made a part of the civilized human's 
diet-I refer all true students of this great question to the 
report of the Committee of Fifty on the Physiological Aspects 
of the Liquor Problem, published in 1905. The conclusions 
reached by that eminent body of impartial investigators are 
at -variance -.;~~:ith the new discovery. Undoubtedly, howeyer, in 
the prohibition propaganda we will alwayn have tlle type of 
expert who, for his preconceiyed notion or the mere sake of his 
employment, will reach the kind of conclusion which Capt. 
HoBSON has so elaborately set forth when he demonstrated 
that 3 ounces of alcohol, instead of having a food value or a 
fair effect of stimulation, was truly the great destroyer. 

I am not defending alcohol for excessive use or advocating 
its use at all. I decry drunkenness as much as Capt. Honsox, 
and we have little of it in Pittsburgh. I simply say that wan
ton denunciation of alcohol does n!ore harm than good; that 
we should honestly teach temperance and not dishonestly 
preach prohibition; that we should. above all, tell the truth 
and abstain from lies, and remember th_at after all each man 
must control himself, and if he uses liquors be temperate in 
their use. It is well to remember that a man may kill himseli 
by overeating, and that a favorite method of committing sui
cide tn China is by eating a half cupful of common table salt ' 
at one sitting. 

So much for the new discoYery that alcohol is a poison. Let 
us now consider what the prohibitionists propose to do with 
this new disco-very as a premise. 

Capt. HoBsoN and the prohibitionists want to introduce into 
the Federal Constitution something that is not there now and 
has nm·er been there-a limitation upon the personal liberties 
of the citizen. In both Federal and State Constitutions are 
express restrictions upon the powers of the legislatures, re tric
tions which were adopted to protect the liberty and the l)rop
erty of citizens and to pre,·ent confiscation and oppression by · 
the mere -vote of temporary majorities. In order to prevent 
local abuses by legislative enactment, the safeguards of liberty 
embodied in the l!'ederal Constitution were lllade the supreme 
Jaw of tlle land, controlling the action of all courts, Federal 
:lllcl State. It was directly and expli~itly prodded that the. 
privilege of habeas corpus should not be suspended; that no 
bills of attainder or ex post facto laws should be enacted against 
the levying of disproportionate taxes or duties upon articles 
exported from the States; prohibiting any State from enforc
ing any Jaw impairing the oblig::ttion of contracts and from 
levying any impost or duty. 

This same supreme law prohibits Congress from interfering 
with tlle establishment and free exercise of religion, with 
freedom of speech and of the press, or tlle right of the veople 
to peaceably assemble and to petition for redress of grievances; 
against quartering soldiers in any bouse without the consent 
of the owners, violation of the security of person and property, 
and against unreasonable search aud seizure without warrants 
properly verified and issued, and the taking of private property 
for public use without compensation; insuring the right of 
trial by jury for criminal prosecutions and the protection of 
the accused against arbitrary and illegal punishment; pro
hibiting any State from making or enforcing any laws which 
sh~ll abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the 
United States, or which shall depriye any person of his life, 
libel'ty, or property without due proc~FS of law, or from denying 
to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of 
the Jaw; and prohibiting ·either the United States or any State 
from denying or abridging the rights of citizens on account of 
race. color, or previous condition of servitude. 
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If these limitations and restrictions are to be talren out of 
the Constitution as app1ying to one article of commerce and 
one class of business, -how long will they remain to protect 
other articles of commerce and other lines of business? If 
the property of the brewers and distillers, .of the wholesalers 
and retailers is to be taken without compensation, how long 
will it be before a temporary majority will take other property 
without ·compensation or force upon the people some other great 
privation of rights? Human nature is the same in its preju
dices, and Tetaliation is a favorite weapon with man in his pas
sion. 

I have heard the campaigner of the Socialist Party declare 
that the ultimate object of his party-and they have a na
tional party, just as have the Prohibitionists-was to smash our 
present form of government arid the individual rights of . per
sons and of property, of which it is protective. He inveighed 
against our government of laws and urged a regime where 
·there will be no legislatures, no courts, because there will be 
no functions for them to perform ; where there will be no mas
ter or servant, no distinction between workers and drones, no 
wage and no private ownership of property. He demanded that 
the people should take back to themselves the railroads, the 
mines, the ships, the lands, and the buildings and improvements 
thereon, the business, the industries, the accumulation of 
profits-to take these properties without compensation from 
their _present owners, because, as he declared, "all property 
privately held has been stolen from you and from me." That 
man was a Socialist, and be was just as earnest, and perhaps 
as honest, in his convictions as are the Prohibitionists, who 
propose to follow his program as to one line of business to 
which they object and the one line of personal conduct which 
they would control. 

If this doctrine of destruction, of remo-ving the protection to 
life, liberty, and property from the Constitution is to be applied, 
why not apply it as the Socialist does and remove it absolutely, 
instead of piecemeal? For if it should be begun as the Pro
hibitionists demand, it will continue until there is no safeguard 
to anyone of any class, not even those who claim to represent 
the religious class. - This doctrine has in other countries 
stripped the religious organizations of their property, taken 
the churches, and banished those who professed the Christian 
~gi~ : 

Above all else, national prohibition is an attempted coercion : 
of the habits of the people by placing in the Constitution a 
mere police oTdinance which, when stripped of its high-sound- : 
ing phrases, is still only a rule of conduct operating as organic 
law in every State and bamle~ in the Union, by which the , 
lives and customs of the people are to be constrained and 
regulated. Coupling this idea with the purpose of the prohibi
tionist to curtail the freedom of the State governments, the 
full evil of the proposal is made plain. 

How do the prohibitionists propose to bring about this 
national prohibition? The petitioners for the passage of this 
resolution say they do not ask Members of Congress to agree 
with them that national prohibition is necessary. They only 
ask that Congress submit this amendment to the various State 
legislatures, that they may decide in harmony with the will 
of the people. The presumption is that the majority of the 
State legislatures would represent the will of the majority of 
the American people. That is not true. The majority of the 
State legislatures and the majority of the people are two very 
different propositions. The New York Legislature represents 
more than 9,000,000 people, and the Nevada Legislature rep
resents less than 90,000 people; the Pennsylvania Legislature 
represents more than 7,000,000 people, and the 'Maine Legis
lature represents little more than 700,000 people. In ratifying 
an amendment to the Federal Constitution the vote of Nevada 
is equal to the vote of New York and the vote of Maine equal 
to the vote of Pennsylvania. The will of the people as 
-expressed by majorities does not enter into the calculation. 
But the petitioners for this resolution say to the Members of 
-this House: "We do not ask you to believe in national prohi
bition; we simply ask you to pass this resolution and put the 
.question before the State legislatures, that they may decide in 
harmony with the will of the people.'' · 

They ask us to surrender our convictions, violate our 
oaths of office, misrepresent our constituencies, and han'd this 
question over to the State legislatures for decision as three
fourths may vote. 

An amendment to the Federal Constitution can be submitted 
to the States by a vote of two-thirds of the House and Senate 
and ratified by three-fourths of the State legislatures. This 
House i.s the only place where the people are represented and 
where a majority of the people can express their will on such a 
question. But we are calmly asked to submit this amendment 

, 

to the State legislatures, regardless of the demands of the peo
ple. Now let me give you a little mathematical demonstration. 
There are 48 States, and 36 of the State legislatures can ratify 
this amendment; but those 36 States might represent a minority 
of the American people. They might have a minority of the 
Members of this House, a minority of the wealth, industry, 
education, and all that goes to make our boasted civilization and 
progress. The Anti-Saloon League claims to have great influ
ence in many of the rural States. But there are 12 States which 
are not in favor of either National or State-wide prohibition, 
and they represent the majority of the whole people a.Rd have a 
majority of the :ij.epresentatives on this floor. These States are 
l'l:assachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, In
diana, lllinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Missouri, and 
Oalifarnia. These 1.2 States have nearly 49,000,000 of the 
93,000,000 people in the United States and 230 of the 435 Mem
bers of this House. They have the great centers of population, 
the great industries, the great armies of labor, the great centers 
of trade. 

They also produce three-fourths of the manufactures of the 
United States and have nearly one-half the total farm values; 
they have more than one-half the school children of the United 
States, spend more money for education ·than do the other 36 
States, and have only one-third the whole number of illiterates 
in the country. They also have more than one-half the church 
members and church property in the United States. They have 
a less per capita of crime, a less per capita of divorce, a less per 
capita of poverty than have the. other 36 States. But the Repre
sentatives of these 12 States are coolly asked to surrender their 
own convictions and misrepresent the majority of the American 
people, a majority of the educated, church-going people, a ma
jority of the wealth and industry, and all that makes the major
ity sentiment of our civilization, to submit this amendment to 
the Federal Constitution to the State legislatures on the theory 
that we are submitting the question to the will of the people. 
We are asked to surrender our people to the will of the State 
legislatures in a contest where the unanimous vote of the ma
jority of the people would count for nothing, and run· the chance 
that a minority may fasten upon them a Federal law in place 
of their own State and municipal regulation of a great local 
problem. 

Does the gentleman from Alabama think that New -York and 
Pennsylvania, Ohio and Illinois would give any better observ
ance of this prohibition amendment than his people do to the 
fifteenth amendment, which they have openly defied for half a 
century? 

Some people say that prohibition is a church movement. I 
doubt it. Oklahoma, the latest State to have state-wide prohi
bition, has the smallest percentage of population identified with 
the churches of any State in the Union. Kansas stands next 
lowest and Ma,ine third. Oklahoma had only 18 per cent of her 
population given as church members in 1906. Kansas bad 28 
per cent of her population identified with the churches. Maine 
had 30 per cent of the population recorded as church members. 
These are all prohibition States. New York bas 44 per cent of 
the population recorded as church members, Pennsylvania 43 
per cent, Illinois 38 per cent, and Wisconsin 44 per cent. So 
the States having the largest percentage of the population 
recorded as members of churches permit the sale of liquors and 
the States with the smallest per(;entage of population identified 
with the churches are committed to State-wide prohibition. These 
figures would seem to deny that prohibition is a church propa
ganda. The same thing is true of the population of the Southern 
States. Tennessee has 32 per cent of the population in the 
churches and has prohibition; Louisiana has 50 per cent of the 
population in the churches and does not prohibit the manu
facture and sale of liquors. 

The census figures also show that the cities of the country 
have a greater percentage of the population recorded as church 
members than have the ruTal districts. For instance, 225 cities 
with populations ranging from 25,000 to 2,500,000 have 27 per 
cent of the population and 32 per cent of the church members 
of the country. In these 225 cities 47 per cent of the popula
tion are church members whil~ in the rest of the country, the 
small cities and the rural districts, only 36 per cent of the 
population is identified with the churches. The cities are op
posed to prohibition, either State or National, and they not 
only have a greater percentage of church members, but they 
also have one-third of all the church members in the c·ountry, 
while having less than one-fourth of the total population. If 
the religious people should unite in behalf of prohibition, they 
could more nearly control the cities of the United States than 
they could the small towns and rural districts. They could 
control such cities as Chicago and New York and prohibit the 
sale or use of alcoholic liquors. 

. .., 
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That the religious people do not unite in the cities and have 
prohibition appears to indicate that they do not take that view 
6f this question. It also appears to indicate that those who 
claim it is a ch"Url!h movement are leading and commanding 
organiz~tions without the support of the men and women who 
make up the .organizations. In other words, th~y are professing 
to represent what they do not represent. In that they are lik~ 
some other politic;al bosses who pretend to dispose of the in
fluence of great bodies of people they do not represent. 

And yet the petitioners for national })rohibition say the rural 
States must 'Come to the relief of the great centers of popula-
tion and make prohibition nation wide. . 

I, in part, represent the church people of Pittsburgh; and we 
ha-ve as many -church members in Pittsburgh as they have in 
the whole State <>f Maine. Allegheny County has as many 
church members as the whole State of Kansas. More than that, 
we have a greater percentage of church members in Pittsburgh 
than can be found in any prohibition State or district anywhere 
in the United States. Pennsylvania :and New York h..'1.ve one 
and one-h~1f times as many church people as llll the prohibition 
States of the Union put together. 

So I assume to speak for the majority of the church people 
.as well as others of my constituents, and I do not leave that to 
Brother RonsoN or the officers of the Anti-Saloon League. 

A great Speaker of this House once said that the most com~ 
mon weakness of the Representative was fear in the presence 
of hysteria. We ha-ve a hysterical demand here from an or
ganization which sets itself up us the real representative of the 
moral, sober, industrious, and God-fearing people of this land 
to dictate to the Congress and employ weapons that belong to 
the old age 'Of absolutism. 

The Anti-Saloon League has ado_pted the methods of the 
Cresars and threatens us with proscription-that men shall be 
set asid~ and parties abandoned if we Republicans and Demo
crats do not bow t<> its will. The Iegislativ~ superintendent of 
the league wh-o watches o;er this Co_ngress pub1ishes t~ the 
world the warning, "The gra\es of many State legislators and 
Members of Congress can be seen along our line of march:' 
He has put in plain prose what Shakespeare put in poetic · form 
Jn his .Julius Cresar : 

By proscription and bills of outlawry 
Octavius, Anthony, and Lepidus 
Have put to death an hundred senators. 

We have repudiated the lobby, but the boldest, most preten
tious lo-bbyist in Washington still watches 'Over us, and some 
men may fear his vain threats to consign them to political 
graves. Away with such pretenses and such threats, and away 
with the false doctrine they would ingraft on the Fedel'al Con
stitution. Let us represent our own constituencies without fear 

- or favor of the political organization-they would have us be
lieve it is religious-which employs such methods. It is the 
legitimate heir to the old Know-nothing Party and its grandchild, 
the A.. P. A. 

We Republicans have our national platform, you Democrats 
have yours, and prohibition is in neither. That is the platform 
of another party, adopted by another national convention, and 
I for one propose to stand by the national platform of my party, 

. by the wishes of my constituents, and in defense of the Consti
tution as a guaranty of local State government and liberty to 
the people-not as a proscriptive, prohibitive charter which will 
be hated, scoffed at, and disregarded. 

Lest I be entirely misunderstood, I declare now that I am 
opposed to these resolutions. [Applause.] 

Mr. STAFFORD. l\Ir. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. THACHER]. • 

Mr. THACHER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to state my position in 
regnrd to this very important resolution and some of the reasons 
why I shall vote against this resolution. I would say that there 
n:re men and women in my own State, for whom I have the high
est respect, who favor the passage of this resolution. I believe 
that temperance is a blessing and intemperance an evil. Per
mit me to say that my grandfather, Henry Thacher, was the 
secretary of the first temperance society, if I am not mistaken, 
ever organized in t)lis country, which met at Yarmouth, Mass., 
in February, 1815. just a century ago. 

I believe that this very important question of prohibition is 
·one which should be decided by the individual States for them
selves and not by the National Government. I believe that these 
States have the ability to decide this question so far as it re
lates to themselves. At present some of the 48 States are what 

·are kriown as prohibition States, while in some other States, as 
in the case of my State of Massachusetts, the question is left to 
each town and city to decide annually whether such town or city 
shall adopt prohibition or local option. In my own town of 
Yarmouth, where I -always attend th~ annual town meeting 

when it is possible for me so to do, I have always voted in favor 
of prohibition. I believe that prohibition or any other law 
which may be on the statute books should be enforced. I be
lieve that this important questi-on sh-ould at this time be left to 
the States to decide. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Iowa {Mr. VoLLMER]. . 

Mr. VOLLMER. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the pending 
resolution on philosophical, legal, moral, and economic grounds. 
I desire to discuss it with entire good nature, but with perfect 
frankness, and I will call a spade a spade. 

It is a mutter of regret that" political, moral, and religious 
causes in this country seem to get action only when 1iding the 
high waves of hysteria. The emotional insuni ty of the religious 
re-riml as frequently conducted, with its unmeasured and often 
pr~fane vituperation, with its ;ocabulary of the baseball field 
and the prize ring, finds its counterpart in the tornado of fanati
cism engenderQd an the subject of the prohibition -of the liquor 
traffic by a Nation-wide propaganda, thoroughly -organized and 
abundantly financed with Rockefeller's tainted millions. 

This is not the atmosphere of calm discussion in which :re -
son, the highest faculty of the mind, can ha ,--e even-tempered 
sway. Those who suppose they are the only oppon~nts of drink 
and drunkenness themselves betray a state of mental intoxica
tion so complete that 1t justifies doubt as to the trustworthiness 
not <>nly of their statements of fact but of the inferences which 
they seek to deduce therefrom. They have mot the appearance 
or attitude of sound counselors, and -therefore we need not be 
surprised to find that their alleged panacea is unsound in theory 
and a colossal failure in practice. 

The question comes to us to-day not in its ordinary form, but 
in one unprecedented in every way. 

It is proposed to put a mere police regulation in the Consti· 
tution of the United States. 

In voting to~ay we are not performing a ministeti:ll act, but 
are exercising a responsible discretion in-vested in us by th-e 
Constitution. 

Those affiicted by moral cowardice or mental lethargy can not 
escape and shirk this responsibility with the plea that they nre 
merely gartng the people a chance to vote on it. This is not 11 
simple referendum. 

In the solemn proceeding to change our organic law the most 
important act of legislation under our form of government, e::tch 
Member of Congress, under his oath, must register his in• 
dividual opinion on the merits of the proposed amendment. He 
is not an automut~n, ·without intellect or conscience, mechan
i-cally passing the proposition on to the legislatures of the 
States. 

The fathers of the Constitution in requiring a two-thlrds 
vote here made certain, or intended to make certain, that no 
such important step should be taken without the concunence 
of twice in number of those elected to this body by the peopl~. 
Representatives who were suppo'Sed to be specially qualified by 
study and experience to judge such questions, before they were 
sent to the States for ratification. 

The Member who dodges his plain duty in this way_ violates 
his official oath to SUJ.1port the Constitution, which, in b~th 
letter and spirit, is plain in defining his indi-vidual duty in th~ 
premises. In this connection it should be remembered that, if 
this resolution should receive the necessary two-thirds heTe, it 
would be on the legislative carpet forever, subject to ratification 
by the S.tates in the next generation, if not in this. 

This is a legislative anomaly that should not exist, but it does 
exist, and must be borne in mind when you take this vote. 

It is barely possible that certain people want th-e issue kept 
on the boards this way for an indefinite future, a perpetual 
disturbing element, a prolific source of income for Chautauqua 
lectures, and an opportunity for freak statesmen to break into 
public office and displace those of the safe_ and sane variety. who 
do not bend with every wind that blows-a process of elimina
tion of the stronger and better men in our public life recently 
obseryed by the President of the United States. 

Suppose that we pass ·this resolution wit:! the necessary vote 
and turn this proposition over to the populace, already in -part 
in a state of acute hysteria, and suppose that hysteria de;-elops 
sufficiently to put two-thirds of the State legislatures non 
compos mentis, -and this ripe fruit of madness is finally placed 
where it can not be removed, in the Federal Constitution. The 
legislation required 'Of Congress in pursuance thereof to execute 
it would necessarily displace the legislation of th~ States on the 
'Subject. 

Here at Washington would be the center o.e mobilization of 
an army of Federal officials to enforce it. A deputy marshal 
for every _ township in the United States and one in addition 
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for every city block in our great cities would be required. In 
nddition Federal prosecutors, Federal jails and jailors, and all 
the other instrumentalities of the most colossal, most central
ized, and .most dangerous police system that this old world has 
ever seen would ha\e to be provided. Where would the money. 
come from with which to pay them? You are now at your 
wits' ends to raise enough reyenue to pay the ordinary expenses 
of the Government. And you have now, what you would not 
have then, the internal reYenue now collected from this traffic 
amounting to $222,000,000 a year. Not only must you tell us how 
to make up the Federal budget, but yon must also tell us how 
the States and the local communities would make up the loss 
of tile many hundreds of millions now raised by them by taxing 
the liquor traffic. 

When the emergency war-tax bill first came up I predicted 
that when you got all through witll th preparation of that 
measure it would be found that the "Dutchman's" beer had 
been saddled with the major portion of the b1uden. And so, 
indeed, it has come about. When other subjects for taxation 
were suggested, that superpatriotic part of our citizenship that 
s always in favor of the old flag and a big appropriation, if 

somebody else pays for it, emitted a succession of screeches of 
mortal agony horrible to hear, and one subject after another 
was dropped until you came back, as you always did come 
back, to the never-failing resource. . 

The great American superstition is belief in the miraculous 
potency of the magical formulre: Be it resolved, and Be it 
enacted. 
. All the ills of humanity are supposed to vanish before this 
universal panacea in spite of the fact that our codes-mu
nicipal, State, and Federal-are littered with dead-letter _laws, 
laws unenforced and unenforcible. One of the great eVIls of 
the day as Herbert Spencer has shown, is overlegislation. 

No l~w should ever be enacted that has not behind it the 
public sentiment of the community in which it is to operate, 
because it can never rise higher or go further in operation 
than that public sentiment which is the motive force without 
which its machinery stops. 

And here we have the explanation of the monumental failure 
of prohibition to prohibit. I could bring you statistics fr?m 
every State which has tried it. All teach the same unvarymg 
lesson when studied with the requisite intelligence to separate 
the wheat from the chaff, the temporary from the ultimate con
sequences of so complex a matter as the determination of the 
real effects of a piece of social legislation. The student of such 
le<>'islation knows that this is not always such a simple matter 
aso it seems to the tyro. However, in this instance the whole 
matter can be made plain beyond possibility of dispute. 

The Antisaloon League claims that approximately one-halt 
of the territory of this country is dry territory-that is, it. has 
dry legislation. This is announced as the triumphal a.chieve
ment of 60 years of prohibition agitation, lawmaking, and law 
enforcement. Well, let us go back to the beginning of that 
period. According to the internal-revenue statistics of the Fed
eral Government-which none can gainsay, for unless the liquor 
is both produced and consumed taxes will not be paid on it
in 1850 the per capita consumption of alcoholic beverages in 
this country was 4.08 gallons. In 1860 it was 6.43 gallons. In 
1870 it had risen to 10.08 gallons; in 1890 to 15.53 gallons; in 
1900 to 17.68 gallons; in 1910 to more than 23 gallons per head 
of our population. The redeeming feature of this matter is that 
the average man now consumes far more beer, containing only 
a small per cent of alcohol, than spirits, containing a large per
centage·; but for this change prohibition is not resJ?O~Sible, ~e
cause prohibition increases the sale of ardent spirits, which 
lend themselves more easily to clandestine sale than the more 
bulky less-intoxkating beverages. 

These paralyzing totals, to my mind, absolutely. prove that 
the American people propose to drink alcoholic be,erages, no 
matter what the law may be. And the only question that re
mains · for the practical legislator, as distinguished from the 
fanatical zealot, is, How is it probable that the effects of drink 
will be least harmful to our people?-. Will it be if they take 
their beverages by the drink or by the bottle or the jug; in 
decent, licensed, responsible, well-regulated inns or clandes
tinely, with proportionate loss of self-respec~ and _proneness. to 
overindulgence and drunkenness in the blind p1g and blmd 
tiger and hole in the wall of the prohibition community? 

There is another curious, unjust, indefensible result, if you 
pass this resolution. You put the big States in the power of 
smaller States since on ratification of a constitutional amend

. ment after it iJasses Congress each State counts one, the little 
jack rabbit, coyote, and sage-brush State of the far West, with 
Its population not equal to a third or fourth class American 

city, has just as much power as the imperial State of New 
York, with its 10,000,000 people. 

The 10 most populous Stai:e · of the · Union, being precisefy 
those States that are most opposed to probibition, have more 
than a majority of the American people in their boundaries. 
Thus a minority of our people might impo e its will by the 
pending proceeding on a majority in a matter of primarily local 
concern in which each, even the smallest social unit, should 
have home rule. Could fanaticism proceed to more monstrous 
and absurd conclusion than to have Nevada and Arizona tyran
nize over New York and Pennsylvania? It would be bad enough 
on any question, but when it means the confiscation of many 
hundred million doilars' worth of legal property in their bor
ders without compensation, and an unwarranted invasion of the 
I>ersonal rights and constitutionally guaranteed libertie::t of 
their people, it is impos ible to fittingly <'haracterize it. 

I append hereto figures showing that for the whole country 
the property values that would be thus confiscated and de
stroyed amount to the stupendous total of over $4,000,000,000, 
taking the trade itself and the allied trades affected. 

Those atllicted with the prevailing fanatici m often manifest 
the utmost complacency at such wholesale destruction. I think 
it was Artemus Ward who said that he was perfectly willing 
at any time to sacrifice all of his wife's relations for the benefit 
of the co11ntry. 

"It all depends on whose ox is gored." 
In my State this property .is largely owned by people of Ger

man birth or descent, who 60 years ·ago were invited by tile 
immigration commissioners of the State to come to Iowa and 
build their breweries and raise their barley and establish their 
vineyards on the banks of the Mississippi, as they had done on 
the banks of the Rhine. 

Is it right now to say after the investment is made, "We 
have changed our minds on the question and will destroy with
out reimbursing you the value of your property thus acquired 
and held by you " ? No compensation is proposed in the reso
lution, and none is intended. Now, the proponents of this meas
ure claim exclusive title to all the ethical sentiment, moral and 
religious feeling, and working conscience of the country. And 
yet their proposition involves an outrageous injustice. 

I imagine that many silence their consciences on this score 
with the thought that they are all bad people who make alco
holic liquor and that it is right to smite the Ishmaelites. 
Among such in the past, it is said, were George Washington, 
the brewer; Thomas Jefferson, the distiller; Abraham Lincoln, 
the saloon keeper; and Jesus Christ of Nazareth, who turned 
water into wine. And, believe me, that was not grape juice, 
because He made it to add to the festivity of a wedding cere· 
mony. It was His first miracle. By performing miracles He 
wanted -to prove to the people His divinity. If lie had made 
grape juice on that occasion, it would not have made much of a hit 
with those wedding guests who were accustomed to something 
with a" stick" in it. Grape juice never added to the joyousness 
of either wedding or wake. 

This proposition, this inherently immoral proposition, to sub
stitute force and compulsion for self-direction and moral sua
sion, to invade personal rights and destroy personal liberties 
and confiscate billions of legal property, comes to us in thfs 
monstrous form as here presented after a consistent failure of 
60 years in every larger city in which it has been tried to ac
com'plish the declared object of its enactment-to cure the evil 
of intemperance. · 

Voluminous statistics from all parts of the country show an 
enormous increase in the number of arrests for drunkenness in 
all such places. Not only that, but perjury, subornation of 
perjury, hypocrisy, the evil of spies and in!ormers carrying 
strife and hatred into the bosom Of communities previously 
harmonious, contempt for all law, secret indulgence, re ort to 
harmful drugs, anu horrible secret vices are the ugly proce.:.
sion that accompanies the progress of this great "moral re
form." 

I do not regard the policeman's club as a moral agent. 
Morality that is not self-imposed is not morality. The faculty 
of self-control is only developed by its exercise. To remove 
temptation would not improve character. Vicious propensities 
find an outlet in other directions if this one be closed. Dry . 
towns are frequently dead towns, with grass growin;:; in the 
streets. Wet towns usually flourish. The reason is not to be 
found in liquor, but in liberty. American liberty can not . en~ 
lighten the world if its heavenly light be kept from our own 
people by the shadow of oppressive law . 

It becomes ultimately a question of rigllt. If you ha'e the 
right to tell me I shall not drink, I have the right to tell yqu 
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tha·t you shall drink. So safd a ·great Amerfcan divine, and a· 
grea t EnO'Jish bishop said: • 

I would rather see EngJanii free than England sober. 
· Fortuna tery we are not forced to a choice between liberty 
and E'Obriety, because true temperance goes hand in hand w{th 
freedom. . 
· Why, oh why, can not sensible, consern1tive, fair-minded peo
ple on both sides of this great question-there are bigots on 
both sides-get together on some measures within the limit of 
reason to reduce the admitted curse of int~'mperance? Great 
progress has been made in the public attitude toward this evil, 
and possibly-you see I try not to be bigoted-possibly the pro
hibition agitation has done some good by arousing the popular 
sense of it. 

There are good people on both sides. Let them get together on 
a rational solutiQn, in whole or in part, and let all the bigots 
and fanatics, drunk with their own emotions, be banished from 
that council. Let reason govern. 

I append hereto an article which appeared in a New York 
paper, giving the statistics which 1 promisee above: 

[Ftom the New York Sun, March T, 1909~] 
When the prohibitionist makes his· declaration that he wants to drive 

the brewery and the distillery from the face of the Uhited States- lie· 
signifies by that word that be wants to wipe out industries that repre4 

sent at this moment $3,748,826",562 of investment. That is a pretty big 
contract; sweeping olf the map in one signature of the pen property 
amounting. to so much. It mean!> that the annual. investments of the 
brewers and distillers of $359,951.097 to produce and put upon the 
market their goods no longer. are to be. made. 

The farmer '~bo grows· the barley, rye, corn, hops-, and other grains 
used in the processes will be burt annually more than $10S,OOO,OOO 
worth~ A sum of more than $52,000,000 no longer will be put .into the 
labor that produces the beer, Uquors, and the like. A mere trifle of 
$10,000,000 for coal will not be e~pended when the chimneys of the 
breweties and distilleries are cold. 

There are countless- otber items which figure in the table of the 
annual expenditures of the brewers. The lumber, rubber goods, steam 
engines, machinery, tools, plumbers' supplies, wagons, harnesses, build
ers' suppliesr glass, filtering_ material, ·chemicaL supplies, paint, varnish, 
furniture, brushes, packing-house products, advertis.ing signs-just. a 
few things, to mention no more-amount to about $150,000,000 every 
yea~. 

SOlllE OTHER ITE l\IS. 

The bu.ildings are insured ; consequently there· are fire-insurance 
premiums·. These are estimateft at about $15,000,000 in the course of 
a year. The railroads get about $20,000,000 a year out of the brewers 
and· distillers who send their· produce ·by treigbt and express. Th-ese 
are. the main Items which make up the annual expenditures every year 
of $359,951,097. Here is the way the figUl'es 11re put up: 
Corn, 36.:~361,975 bushels (cost to distiller)---------- $27, 2.74, 208 
Barley, o2,760,000 bushels (cost to brewer)----------- 62, 760, 000 
Rye, 5,595,000 bushels- (cost to distiller ). __ .;.____________ 3, 916, 889 
Hops, assorted grains and oth,er products_______________ 16; 358, 000 
Labor (producers only)----------------------------- 54,542,000 
Coal and other fuel---------------------------------- 10,000,000 
Lumber, etC-------------------------------------- 150, 000, 000 
Fire-insurance premiumS---------------------------·-- 15, 000, 000 
Railroads, freights, and express_____________________ 20, 000, 000 

Total--------------------------------------- 359,951,097 
. There is invested . ih the brewing and distilling interests in the 
United States, besides these things, the sum of :ji650,000,000. This 
takes in brewery and distillery plants, their machinery, and the like. 
When it is- recalled that some cities owe their entire commercial im
pvrtance to the presence of th-ese plants it must be realized that they 
have a keen financial interest in th~se matters that should not lightly 
be attacked. 

There are interests allied· to the rrotu~ manufacture of liquors. which 
also involve great sums of money. It. ~s figured that. these amount to 
no less than half a billion of dollars. Tb~::se are the industries that 
could not exist without the presence of breweries and distilleries, the 
bottling- works, the manufacturers of brewery machinery, and so on. 

SOME I~TEREST IN RETAIL TRADE. 

T.be breweries have some interest in the r etail trade, because· in some 
cases the saloon dealer gets his start in business with cash advanced 
by tno big. men in the trade. There are others, however, who run their 
saloons and restaurants sup-plied with their own money only, but they
figure in the allied interests. 
· An estimate of the capital involved in the retail business is something 
enormmis. The saloons and restaurants and their stocks as well as 
the real estate are figured by those who are close to the trade to total 
nearly $2,000,000,000. The estimate is $1,900,000,000~ 

When one considers the number of cities in this country that have 
saloonc::, !'Pmembering. too, tbat.many o! them are located on sites that 
are very expensive, this estimate is not so startling as at first agpears. 

It i s from these fiaures that the sum of nearly $4,000,000,00 men
tioned at tbe beginning of this- article is derived. It can be seen at 
a glance that the industry is one ol the most important in the coun
try. There are very few which come ahead of it in monetary im· 
portance. 

The liquor industries a:re all taxed. Every year the sum of 
$268,875,465 is paid for State and Government licenses. This is a 
pretty huge slice to take away from the State and Federal income; 
but with the· driving ou; of business of these enterprises this will be done. 
F\n·thermore. these interests pay every year for city licenses, real estate, 
and property taxes $70.000,000. This is another large item. that will 
bave to be deducted when prohibition, becomes general, if, indeed, it 
does. ' 

About 10 years ago the breweries employed 38.385 helpers ot more 
than 16 yea rs of age, paying- them in wages $25.573,612. That was an 
average o:f $665 a year. In 1905 the number had increased by nearly 
10.000, the figures showing that 48;139 workers were employed in these 
lines. The sum of tbe w~rges bad increased· by nearly $10,000,000. 
The actual to tal was · $34,542,897. This- makes- an average of $7.18. 
In comparison with such figures- it- must be remembered' that in 1960 

tbe mean wage was $438. - The highest average· was that in· the en· 
graving trade, where $753 was paid. Compared to this the average 
wage' of the liquor worker; whO got $655, is high_ 

A MILLIO~ MEN EMPLOYED. 

It is well nigh impossible to estimate the figures of employment in 
the entire liquor trades. Taking in everything, from the very lowest 
form of help in . the breweries and distllleries right through to the 
offices and agencies, and ·then considering saloon keepers, bartenders, 
and so on, it is safe to say that the industry runs well up to a mil
non. Stlrely there is· no . one other' branch of work which has so 
general an ,appeal. There must be more than, 1,000,000 men employed. 

Take merely the production of beer in the Last 10 years. A census 
report which takes in 1900 and 1905 shows· that certain industries 
which produced about $1.1,411,121,122 in 1900 five years latet· \"'.'ere 
producing $13,004,400,143. That waa an increase in production (,f 14 
per cent. The gain in beer in the 10-year period has been nearly 28 
per cent, or twice that· average increase.. This gives a very good idea 
of.. what is done in one line. like that. Brewing.. is one of the biggest 
industries. in the country. 

It is small wonder that the liquor interests are. fighting hard against 
the destruction of so much value. They dcn't want to be put out- of 
business and to lose all that. With them it is a: business proposltion, 
and they contend that. as long as they are satisfying a public want, as 
shown by the figures of production and demand. they should be permit
ted to go along in that way. 

It is said by one man prominent in the trade that the destruction of 
the brewing and distilling interests will result. in the farmer and the 
men in aUied trades in all lines of manufacture being made to suffer 
great losses through the destroyed market for their products. The 
brewers and distillers m:e. not so altruistic that they make this the only 
basis for their plea, but they cite it merely to show that the e.ffect will 
be much farther reaching than is. imagined by· those who are waging 
war on the liquor trade. 

OR:A.IN UAR:KET DESTROYED. 

"'l'he probibitiouists,, says this man, "propose to destroy a ·market 
for the farmet·s ' .grain that takes a territory equal to two States- to 
g.t·ow, and ail this and the millions it cost may be laid waste and the 
people employed thet-eon mn.y wan•le.r to the four corners of the earth. 
for air the prohibitionist cares. The prospect of making deserts of 
farms and paupers of. wm·kingmcn and their families does n{)t dete~ 
them. 

"The thousands of brewery W{)rkmen who have learned the trade 
will find. themselves" without arr occupation and will be thrown out upon 
an already panic-stricken labor market. The trained workman. wJll- be 
forced to secure work at anything that offers at wages anybody want!J 
to pay him. · 

' 'l'he consummation of the prohibition movement will paralyze t1'Ie 
woodworking industry for years, and the woodworkers will be left 
without jobs. Glassblowing will be an extinct industry, and the plate
glass- workers' ranks will be cut almost in two. Union cigar makers 
will fiild the market for 50 per cent of their output destroyeft, . and they 
will have to look to some other occupation to earn a livelihood. The 
thousands of boxmakers and coopers who make the millions of boxes 
and barrels used in tbe trade will be left deBtitute, · and the thousands. 
of teamsters engaged in baulipg these products wm find their occupation 
gone. -· 

" Brick- maker~ masons, bnllders, machinists, steamfitters, plumbers, 
wagon mak.ere, waiters, bartenders, printers, electrlclans, - persons · en• 
gaged in tt:ansportation, and. thousands. of other workers will find that 
the prohlbltlon movement is. one. of the farthest reaching that can: be 
imagined." · 

EFFECTS OF THE ~IOVE:IIE!'i'T, 

There ar.e many folks at the present time whose only organization is 
that of the unemployea, but the liquor interests m.ake it appear that they 
will be as nothing compared to the hordes that will be' let loose if tba 
prohibition movement is to have its swing over all the country. When 
it is looked at in this light, the effects· of the movement certainly are 
not at all SlllillL . 

What will be the outcome of the general prohibition movement .the 
liquor interests can not yet determine. Throughout all the campaign 
the men who run the wholesale- end of the trade have shown a by nG 
means uncertain willingness· to align themselves on the side of good 
order. They want U> see the habits of drunkenness decrease, soleJv for 
the reason, i:f for no other, that it-Is not" good business fOr them. Their 
contention Is that too much drinking is a bad advertisement for their 
trade. 

They want, moreover, to have the saloon keepers mor.e particular in 
the management' of their places'"-so that a disorderly element will not be 
permitted to frequent them. lU!eping of dissolute women and minor 
children out of saloons and making them fit places to enter will help 
the business and will act to combat the advance of the prohibition. 
movement. 

It is pointed out that, for instance. the saloons where G.erman folks 
g0 a great deal are orderly enough. They are gathering· places · for 
famllies1 and there is nothing that is considered distasteful in having. 
folks sit around in them with women and children in the groups. U 
that is the case: with these, clearly it is not the fault of the liquor. 
trade or of the saloon in general, but of the saloon in particular, that 
the whole business has got a black eye. The prohibitionist, it is urged, 
takes- no account of particular cases, but says, in a general sweeping 
statement, "All saloons are bad, therefore all saloons must. go.'• 

AS TO TRADE REF{)R.liS. 

The liquor interests do not deny that some places certainly could be 
better managed. They know that there are places where the conditions. 
are not all that they should be, but they can not interfere in places 
which they do not own. Their only r esource would be to refuse to sell 
to these disorderly places, but then again they know it is practically 
l.mpossible to prevent a saloon keeper froiJl getting liquors if be wants to 
buy them. . 

That is· the whole trouble, some of the men in the liquor interests say. 
U the police and other guardians of' public morals and safety were 
only as eag.er as. they to have the saloon businesf.t managed on decent 
lines,. tliere would be much less complaint. The trouble is that those· 
who are attempting reforms do not have the same reasons for wanting 
to keep the saloons decent as do the wholesalers. With them it. is, if. 
nothing else, a matter of business. 

It is contended that. if the proper persons went to these saloon 
keepers who are doing a dis-tasteful business and closed therp.. up 
efl:ectually, all trouble would ceas~ But the point is that these mea. 
have some means of keeping going, no matter how badly they may CO.lli" 
d'uet' themselves. These conditions. exist in all eities, the less as "-ell aS' 
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the great, and it can not all be blamed on the wholesaler by a great tional rJghts of the so,:ereign St~te and '\"\:"e would have before 
deal. us e sentially the same problem-no problem at all if we 

Mr. HENRY. l\lr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle- accord the individual his natural accountability to himself, his 
man from Texas [l\Ir. BucHANAN]. · - family, his community, and his God and to the .State its con-

l\Ir. BUCHANAN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, finding the pro- stitutional rights as 1:eserved and to the Nation · its jurisdic
posed amendment to the Constitution of the United Sta~es pro- tion as delegated by the States. · · · 
viding for Nation-wide prohibition in disagreement W?-th. my The gist of the question is: Shall the ·Constitution of the 
political principles and contrary to the fundamental pnnclples United States be amended to enable the Federal Government to 
of our republican institutions, I wish to respectfully enter · my destroy a State concern heretofore subject alone to the State 
protest to its adoption. . rule as related to the civil welfare of the citizens of such State? 

The necessities of man in community or natural society re- Under our theory of government and the fundamental prin-
qui.re organization, and organization necessitates organic_ law, ciples of the Democratic Party _all personal and local emergency 
or a constitution. The Constitution of the United States lS the is specifically assigned to the home, the . community, and the 
most important of all written instruments of its kind. Its most State for whatever relief is demanded. The United States 
distinguished virtue consists in its recognition of the fact that Government can no more challenge the State policy 'toward its 
the Unlted States is composed of widespread geographical sec- citizenship than can the State executive assume the right to 
tions m'aterially differing not only in climate, but in social and require the Calvinistic theology to be taught iii the schools. · 
domestic institutions uninhabited by homogeneous people. That This fantastic nostrum by which the National Government 
each State possessing different social, racial, and economic shall be equipped and commissioned to c:t;ipple and to kill the 
problems might justly deal with these diverse and in many "drink devil" can no more, under our present Constitution, 
instances antagonistic interests and problems the ~ramers of cross the barriers .of State sovereignty to throttle a· drunkard 
the Constitution of the United States devised a system of con-
federate and representative sovereign republics, with an appro- than it could by national authority strike from his palsied hand 

the red liquor lifted to his lips, nor than the Supreme Court of 
priate distribution of governmental powers, leaving to each the Nation could by its own dicttim prescribe and dose for the 
sovereign State full power to conduct its local administration, insistent craze that pleads and plots for the extinction of the 
dispense private justice, and create, control, or eradicate all reserved rights and liberties of the individual consecrated and 
intrastate institutions, and delegating only such powers .for imposed as the sole prerogative of the States. ; 
the ~'ational Government as were essential for national pur- Mr. Speaker, there is not the slightest danger that the Con-
poses. stitution of -the United States will or can be summarily over-

'l'he peculiarities of this Constitution are so significant that thrown. There has never been a hostile sentiment of colise
the most skilled ' casuists have engaged. in its analysis', and the quence against this great constructive covenant of the States 
schools of political thought have barricaded themselves in their except that the marplots of the Hartford convention of 1815 
respective strongholds of constitutional construction. No field contemplated "treason, stratagem, and spoils," and the nullifi
has called for greater statesmanship in creating and determin- cation excitement of 1833 defied the national enactment, and 
ing the application of the provisions of the Constitution of the the abolitionists of the Garrison and Phillips school denounced 
United States, and no subject has been expounded by greater the Constitution as "a covenant with death and an agreement 
minds or on greater occasions. Through the passing years ·of with hell," and in their secession frenzy declared that "in with~ 
heated debate · in Congress, the hustiilgs, ' and in the public drawing from the American Union we have the God of Justice 
prints the contentions and excitement grew until the distracted with us." In the War between the States was the awful cui
Nation, in its maddened spirit of dis..."9nsion, drove itself to the ruination of differences about the doctrine of peaceable with~ 
passionate climax of disunion and engaged in the bloodiest drawa1. But all of these troubles of incidental turmoil and 
chit strife · of all times. Thus was the stability of our great their realities of bitterness and destruction were occasioned by 
'organic charter tried through its ordeal of armed conflict, with a misunderstanding and interpretation of the organic law and 
the result that the sovereign autonomy of the State was reduced an obstin.:'1te appeal to the interpretation that favored a selfish 

. to the right to manage its internal domestic affairs. Then came construction. Each _ and all of these inglorious disturbances 
the amendment to enable the State unit to adjust and agree were not because of enmity to the Constitution, but ·were 
with the revolutionary changes through which the country has because the fathers were merely mortal, and as to the future 
passed. and for half a century of fair tranquillity it has served were in the _sam_e boat witn .the .Dickens character who ex·~ 

· us a mighty monument to its day and generation. . plained that his vision was limited. Since the secession ques-
On the subject before us not another word can be added t6' tion was settled by the nrbitrament of arms the danger to the 

explain and e:\.-pound tl!e State rights doctrine, so long am- Constitution has no.t been _ that_ of .any direct _ assault. No 
biguous, because so ably misrepresented. At last, however, the cat_aclysm threatened our cherished charter of liberty an~ 
comment, fact, and logic of controversy are so convincing that freedom. · 
the wayfaring man, though a fool, can _not fail to see that the The determination to recast the original Articles of Confedera
jurisdiction of the State and the delegated powers of the Gen- tion into the remodeled Constitution of the United States was 
eral Government are distinctly subordinated to each other by "to form a more perfect union." The necessity for an author
reciprocal and mutual checks and both supreme in their re- ized general agency to traq§_.{\C.t .certain specified duties and re
spective spheres. sponsibilities for the confederated good of all the States was a 

We now know that the grandeur of the rhetoric that ex- pressing question. Thus was the Government of the U{\ited 
pounded "we the people" as inconsistent and a contradiction States organized, and through this " .more perfect . Constitu
to "we the States," and declared that no "compact" of States tion" it was delegated as the creature of the States to repre
had organized the sovereign States into a Union of States, sent them in those enumerated respects alone. All such powers 
was but the .florid fervor of great oratory. Though force of as were specifically delegated to the General Government were 
arms has substituted conquest for compact and the right of thus constitutionally imposed upon it and were correspondingly 
secession has forever disappeared, the State-sovereignty equa- · relinquished by the States for the benefit of the general good. 
tion is intact in all other respects, and it will be a sad day All other powers were, of course, to be within the keeping of 
for this Government and this people when this vested sovereign the States and sacredly regarded as State rights, and specifically 
authority in each State to direct and control its own domestic provided for and reser-ved by Article X of the Constitution. 
affairs in its own constitutional way is impaired or destroyed. This grant of specified powers to the United States Government 

Om 11roblem does not therefore, since the blood-red finger of and specific retainment by the States Qf those not granted does 
war impaired the sovereign entity of the State, involve the not involve the question of sovereignty in any controversial 
right of a State to -cease to move in its own planetary orbit sense. It is commonly accepted that the resen-ed rights are 
aroun<l the sun of centralized gravity, for we know it can appropriately the sovereignty on which our local self-go\ernment 
exercise no such arbitrary existence, but the happiness and depends. Indeed, the fact that this amendment is an appeal to 
eternal welfare of our people are wrapped up in knowng if the the States for consent by the States to · its adoption is im abso
home-brecl hand of domestic rule and neighborly intimacy may lute indorsement of the impregnable position that it is an 
still lead the way and correct and control in the customary invasion or a proposal for the surrender of the rights of the 
fashion, or shall the distant and imperious voice of an un- States. Upon these reserved rights, undisputed by any authority -
sympathetic and disconnected centralized power be delegated to and emphasized whenever amendment is sought by which one 
wield the authority of another of the reserved rights of the of these specific reservations is to be surrendered to the National 
States .and be vested with the function of domestic supervisipn G<>vernment, we may rest' our sense of secui'ity. It can be dis
of the State, the community, the home, and the fireside. turbed only by some attempt to obtain the surrender of one 

Stri11 this national prohibition controversy of every phase of or more such inherent privileges. This ·proposed amenrlment 
the question of intoxicating drink or place it in · company with seeks a relinquishment by the Sta.tes of one of these local rights; 
anJT conceivable attempt to usurp or abrogate any of the func- though but one, it is but the entering wedge of centralization. 
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There are those who ha;e preceded it, and regret o;er . an 
unrepeatable mistake but haunts the memory with unavailing 
remorse. Others now standing by _and joining in the discQrdant 
chorus of " me, too," ·are ready and insistent that the org_anlc 
law shall yield , before them and shaH countermand its Pl'lmal 
principles, even though it doom the righteousnes~ of local self
goyernment to hades and _embark on a very questionable ~heory 
of prospecti>e good. Aiid so we are beset by the revolutionary 
ideas that seek their su~cess by removing the constitutional bar
riers that -obstruct the . way, and these radical advocates flock 
to their unholy work like birds of prey .from e>ery p~int of tl?-e 
~ompass, and unless we calli withstand the muckrakmg mama 
of miSguided sep.timenta1ists our Republic is to follow the 
Governments that strew the paths of history with the wreck
age of the fickle and truculent infidelity of the pretentious re
formers. 

A glance at the columns of our dailies is enough to awaken 
the sentinels of civilization to the .extreme dangers of that con
centration of power that by any process under the sun proposes 
its arbitrary reign. Over yonder where_ human beings crowd 
the shambles of autocratic empire with its victimized hordes 
of sa~rifices, we may read the con~equences of the f~tal ~elusion 
that has impelled mankind since the creation to yield Its tl·ust 
to a remorseless centralized control. 

You may brand the liquor .habit and traffic with a_ll _the 
iniquity ascribed to it under its most exaggerated demmc1ati9n, 
and all the ills of its infamy can not curse the world like the 
despotic scourge of inhumanity that so frequently has char
acterized the tyrannical rule of centralized go>ernment. From 
the cruelties of monopoly and oppression, whether dictated by 
the scepter of monarchy, the intolerance of ecclesiastiCal con
trol or influence, or the unbridled riotous license of a pure 
democracy, there is no defense or relief as real and effedive 
as the safeguards of a well-regulated local self-go;ernment. 
This, our best inheritance, is in danger from our own thought
lessness and lack of vigilance. We can not afford it. It is the 
stealthy insidious encroachment of the "Executive act" and 
the ill-considered amendments that constantly threaten its 
dendly usurpation. · 

Mr. QUIN. Will the -gentleman yield? 
Mr .. BUCHANAN of Texas. I will. 
1\Ir. QUIN. The gentleman does not think that any such dis

aster will follow if this amendment is adopted? 
l\fr. BUCHANAN of Texas. I do. 
1\lr. QUIN. The gentleman does not think it is going to ruin 

the country when you do away with the liquor interests? 
Mr. BUCHANAN of Texas. I say that when you stand up 

ancl advocate this resolution you are writiug your own indict
ment of an effete 3tate influence which you are supposed to be 
dedicated to teach and consecrated to preach. 

'.fhe superficial reformer who encounters some stubborn trait 
of human infirmity that he feels called upon to oppose jumps 
at the conclusion that local, city, county, and State govern
ments are too weak and that the national power must cope with 

·the vicious depravity of the man who manufactures or sells a 
' drink of liquor, and he would set aside all the known influ· 
ences of effective restriction and reformation and summons the 
General Government with all its constabulary, and, if need be, 
backed by its Army and Navy, to coerce the State and dictate 
the family discipline and to inculcate good morals by a declara
tion of war. Our would-be reformers seem not to know that 
every advancement of civilization has been at the instance of the 
teacher whose chart and compass have been the fundamental 
truth embodied in the pr?verbial wisdom : 

1. 
Train up n. child in the way he should go, and when he Is old he will 

not depart from it. 
2. 

"l'ls education forms the common mind; 
.As the twig is bent the tree's inclined. 

" Go into all the world and preach " is the watchworu of 
civilization, and the religious and moral uplift of .mankind can 

·be accomplished by no other agency than education, the per-
sua iYe ;oice of sympathy, and the inviting promise of reward, 

' leaving the penalty of violated rules or unworthy conduct to 
·effect one by one whatever result the individual brings upon 
'himself, and this is all of it-good Democr~tic doctrine. It 
tends to great individuality and will power and insists upon a 

· goyernment " of the people, by the people, and for the · people '' 
_as the true gospel of liberty that shall not perish ou the earth. 
. This it is lliat brought into being the Democratic Party, that 
constitutes its Jifeblood, recognizing as its corner stone the 
~miglJty principle of local · self-government it challenges the 

·- Lll-36 

trend of the day, to a central power as its ~ost inveterate 
foe. 
· It is proposed by this absolute amendment and its advocates 

that this crowning glory of our nature must be subjected to th-e 
whims of the political smart Aleck, who looks at the far-off 
future through his microscopic eye ·and beholds his surround
ing blessings through the · prism of a disordered brain, that 
variegates the Star-Spangled Banner to suit the lurid . colors of 
hi::; morbid fancy, degrading it from its high function of "o'er 
the free and the brave" to the low le;el of the banner of the 
fan a tic and the slave. 

And in imaginn.Uon frames events unknown, 
In wild, fantastic shapes of hideous ruin, 
.And what it fears, creates. 

There is no autocratic power to menace personal liberty in 
America. Our threat is from tl).e misguiG.ed, who ind-ict the 
Almighty for "man's inhumanity to man," and who construe the 
mistakes of the Garden of Eden as up to them for correction; 
and iq. this topsy-turvy recourse to artificial morals mutinies 
against constitutional local self-government, the best the life of 
man has ever produced, and proposes the usurpation of the 
rights of the State and the individuaL And for what? That 
the day of the fanatics and all the dissolute is at hand, and they 
propo~e that the shackles of the law shall pinion the mastery 
of the manhood and womanhood of America and force them 
from their stroilghold of the Bill of Rights and their enjoyment 
of their constitutional gunranties, through whose instrumeutnl
ity, as free men and women, they have won and hold their 
leadership; nnd through this fanatical craze aU of these must 
go that the drunkards may flourish as they see the agents of 
State prosperity pilloried in stocks and shambles, that they may 
be able to spend a ;irtqous day or draw a sober breath. 

But, l\fr. ~peaker, the proposed amendment is so impracticable 
from every viewpoint and so at variance with all preconceived 
American ideas of right that it could not be enforced. There is 
no proposition to delegate to the Federal Government the right 
to direct the domestic business of the States that would not 
be. resented and resisted by the people. You can enforce uo 
law that is not demanded by the sentiment of the people, and 
no matter how great the provocation or how unmitigated the 
nuisance to be met and corrected the people, always depending 
on State control and ·knowing its efficiency, would not entertain 
for a moment any motion to place their intimate affairs under 
the direct supervision, control, and direction of a dist.'l.nt Fed
eral power. The necessity of antagonizing remote and unrelated 
individuals, communities. and States and dictating to them the 
personal tastes and habits of their daily lives, respecti>ely, 
from State to State contemplates a monstrous wrong and an 
impossible success. 

The natural right of local self-go;ernment and the emphasis 
with which the consent of the governed has always been sancti
fied to the American citizen severally by the States, and by 
their combined voices in the Constitution of the United States, 
must by this amendment be hu hed forever. 

Think of it, Mr. Speaker, three-fourths of the States can con
sent to this legislative act and compel the other one-fourth, 
against their will, to accept it. Then, by the logic of the situa
tion, each State surrenders its own identity to · any system of 
morals to be imposed by its fellow semisovereigns, when by 
this amendment this fallacious monstrosity has gone into effect 
forever. 

By this amendment the "Pine Tree State," that has so long 
and so wearily enacteu the farce of trying to suppress the ha.bit 
and the liquor traffic in a seaport, must yield to the novel ab
surdity and, by implication, say to California that her vintage 
pride is so immoral that she, by my " Pine Tree State's " com
mand, must not make nor sell any more wine forever. And 
grand imperial · Texas must confess to her people when we 
ceded our independent Republic, won and constituted through 
unparalleled trials of toil, danger, and matchless heroism, to the 
Union of free and independent States for our own and your 
community convenience and comfort we did so in the faith 
that the civil and religious liberty, immemorial spirit of con
secrated manhood, was the perennial glory of our country and 
our days; but now, not by but against her consent, and by the 
dictation of three-fourths of the States, possibly a mino·rity of 
the popular vote, we are to be bound in our everyday living and 
local usages by the hateful shackles of na.tional sumptuary 
legislation "forever." · 

·And in every neok and corner of this great Christian land 
numerous alien spies and detectiyes of the national constabu
lary will be empowered to thrust aside the social rights of 
family and community as he insinuates his mnvelcome presence 
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and pryfug eyes into our most private Tetreats of home and 
office nnd busi'ness establishments "forever." 

·The brain reels and the heart sickens as we contemplate the 
possibility of the mischievous Utopian dreams that would 
formulate their impos ible theories in the name of human 
morality and -for .human progress. It must be borne in mind 
that human perfecticn can never be attained and that every 
_succe sful scheme of Government must allow for the incon
sistencies and imperfections of human natm:e. The idea of a 
perfect go"ernment must logically provide for a virtuous subject. 
If we were angels in nature and character, there would be no 
need for government or law, but since" man, born of woman, is of 
few days and full of trouble " the provisions for the best public 
welfare must consider him with all his faults and provide for 
him and his natural, una-voidable infirmities through the ever
lasting and funda·mefltal principles of the Golden Rule. 

The despotism of an individual or of an organized govern
ment can neyer assert its tyrannies acceptably, for the reaction 
is as certain to follow as the night the day, when the revolu
tionary ~pirit is rife. The conservative, successful gove1·nment 
considers the character of all the people to be served and pro
vides for their respective peculiarities. 

1\lr. Speaker, " the thousand ills that flesh is heir to " pre
sents its analogy that should appeal to the reasonable temper. 
All scientific doctors' treatment is the conservative, careful 
cooperation with nature and the gentle ministration of the 
trained nurse. 

So it is in the social uniYerse. It is fooihardy to think that 
the sweeping dictum of the law can effectively treat this in
firmity of man, coexistent with time itself. The regenerative 
.effect of a law has never been experienced. Our Government 
is a union or family of States, bound together by family ties
by the Constitution-and no family was ever governed we1l or 
for the household good when the punishment to be inflicted 
upon a guilty one must penalize alike the entire membership. 
No .community would tolerate the wholesale infliction of pain 
to compe!lsate a broken law by a single guilty malefactor. You 
can not incarcerate a whole people to prevent crime by a few 
of them, nor can a general barrier annul the taste or control 
an appetite; nor has any agency of history-:--and it has been 
the eA'J)eriment of the race-succeeded in preventing the in
dulgence of an inborn propensity. Like th~ pent-up flood that 
overflows the ere ' t of the dam or the insidious leak that eats 
and undermines the opposing structure, the ingenuity of man 
and the nerve of the dare-devil will compass his own -wishes in 
gratification of his inborn appetite. 

As I see it, the magnitude alone of this world-wide commercial 
and domestic concern, distinguished by its universal interest 
and characterized by the sharpest and bitterest division of 
sentiment, involves, in its pro and con, even the ecclesiastical 
world. · If for no other reason than its commercial importance 
it should not become a part of the organic law of our country, 
to sanction or limit or prohibit it at the instance of the United 
States Government in conflict with a State prerogative. A.nd 
especially should our Republic be kept immune from every 
possible conflict with the States aud citizens whose habitual 
free speech has taught and accustomed him even to the license 
of iuyective, and whose independent authority over himself even 
inve t him with the right to expound the Constitution and 
criticize the law. That alone should check this rampant legis
lative spirit, for the second nature of habit, ingrained by years 
of community and legal tolerance, is a dangerous thing to offend 
and often impossible to conh·oi. 

·The discipline of the family with that of the community and 
the State, witllin the scope of our republican idea, has shown 
and approved the conservative way in dealing with the vicious 
and excessive practices of humanity. And the State to-day, as 
always, is treating even the crimes within their borders with 
admirable efficiency, as it does those inherent and inevitable 
tendencies that afflict our poor human nature. If the criminal 
has been handled with satisfactory results by the State, why 
invoke the national authority to control the simpler indulgence 
of appetite? 

The ingenuity of the most accomplished men of science and the 
.mo t powerful writers and orators have been enlisted to prove 
admitted truths and facts, conceded since the divine utterance 
that the heart of man is "prone to ·evil as the sparks to fly 
upward." Not only do I denounce destructive and unseemly 
jmmorality, "the exceeding sinfulness of sin," the abusive in
dulgence of an appetite, but I can ·join hands in condemnation 
of all the injurie incident to the liquor traffic in any violation 
of the law of which it may be guilty and .be perfectly consistent 
in my unequivocal opposition to the enactment of this· pro'posed , 
amendmen_t to the Constitution. · 

All of these -personal, 'intemperate interference movements 
have the same erroneous fundamental ba·sic element, namely, 
that human nature changes in Tesponse to the ·Statutes; and all 
l()f them are swollen with the ·sn·me danger·ous heresy-the direct 
governmental control of the personal affairs of Hs individaal 
constituents. 

The police factor, though so ~·egar(led, was never a Jlloral o.r 
educational agency, and the " big-stick" idea does not and never 
will accompany the growth of the graces of virtue and char
acter, never incubated nor fostered saYe under the gentler ·'lead
ing strings of persuasive counsel, education, and sympathy. 

This clamor fOT new police enaetments will, if 'heeded, result 
in a people in ~hackles and the mandatory exactions of a ma
chine whose cogs and wheels and bands must reduce manhood 
to the naked.)less of the machine p1:ecision. Like the ear of 
corn that goes through the sheller but leaves the grains behind, 
·so man must go through the legislative grind stripped of indi
viduality and moral .manhood, and "the last state of that man 
is worse than the first." 

The man who does not indulge in stimulants becomes pos
sessed with a desire to save his neighbor from doing so, and 
forthwith would ·preYent him by the enactment of n law. This 
has been the unquenchable ci:y of the unreasoning advocate of 
virtue according to law; and not only has the letter and spirit 
of the law been prostituted but the public itself, trained by the 
CQnstant declaration of these adt'ocates of artificial enforce
ments, has become hardened as it breathes the atmosphere of 
the strait-jacket control so persistenUy taught by the pure and 
undefiled aposUes of national prohibition ns the yery eureka of 
temporal salvation. 

And ·so we have a most complicated list of political ailments 
submitted for treatment by the political doctor, who has already 
crowded his hospital with a marv-elous variety of political 
patients. What a world of philanthropy and benevolence and 
home mission work has been already taken from the appro
priate field of individual and association enterprise. And H is 
constantly disturbing and distracting the legislative duty from 
those problems that alone constitute the great mass of legis
lative requirement and should command the time and attention 
due them. 

Think of it, Nation-wide prohibition, national woman suf
frage! Variaus acts of Congress encroaching upon the various 
rtghts of the States, judicial and departmental invasion o.f 
the rights of the States, -proposals to nationalize our pri-
m:uy and election laws, contrary to the principles of a Demo
cratic Party, as announced in practically every pln.tform since 
its creation. All of these and others. Natural to this war of 
extermination of t;he reserved rights of the States it is pro
posed and advocated upon the preposterous proposition that 
each community, that each State. shall be sacrificed; that each 
man-yes, individual man-ean not and shall not "work out 
his own .salvation with fear and tremblin"." 

In defiance _of every divine admonition and the most pal• 
pable injunctions of the civil and religious doctrines of our 
political faith and the unmistakable example of time and tide, 
these .reformers propose not only to destroy the overeign au
tonomy of the State and centralize the powers of government 
in Washington, but they invoke the manacles of the law. the 
fines and imprisonment of the law and every penalty of the 
law, to constitute the bulwark of American virtue and to be
come the compulsory refuge of patriotic manhood. And to this 
the boasted Anglo-Saxon I'ace is to be reduced from its J1l'OUd 
palladium of Uberty; and now, then, instead of :m independent : 
royal road to a grea_t individuality, a .great Americanism. we 
must tread the by-ways of hypocrisy and call the product of 
our servile compliance to this "Puritanic tyranny the American 
citizen, though 'he be but a machine, the cut and stamped and 
tagged abortion of a veritable manhood. 

1\Ir. SAUNDERS. 1\Ir. Speaker--
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recognized 

!or one hour. 
l\1r. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, I will yield 1.5 minute· to 

myself. Mi'. Speaker, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr •. 
UNDERWOOD] speaks of this resolution as an invasion of funda• 
mental rights. Further he describes it as a moYement to rob 
the States of their jurisdiction over this immediate sn})ject 
matter. These are not very happy phrase , but adopting them 
for the purposes ot debate, I would like to inquire of the gentle
men who oppose this resolution, whether our Constitution is 
not in itself an invasion of States' rights? · , 

Before this Nation was formed, every State now in the' 
Union had every right _ that attaches to soYe.J;eignty any~vnere J 
in the world, and the formation of the Government under whicli 
we now Uve was ot necessity an i.Iivasion and curtailment o~ 
the rights of the component States. The Constitution contains 
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a body of provisions which inhibit the States from do~g cer
tain things. What· are these, but an invasion of States rights? 

Further, in the same instrument are found certain powers 
either afforded directly, or by necessary implication to the Fed
eral Government. These constitute a further invasion of State 
rights. How then can this resolution be critically assalle~ as 
an invasion in any proper sense, of States' rights, when It is 
a proceeding under the Constitution, by virtue of the_ Consti· 
tutlon, and in conformity with the Constitution to amend _the 
Co.nstitUtion, conformably to a reserved right contained in 
that very instrument? Yet we talk as if some outrageous 
thing was being done to-day, as if the States were to be 
robbed of some precious rights, in defiance of the law. Why, 
we are proceeding in conformity . with one of the rights of the 
St.:'ltes, namely the right to approach this body, and. call upon 
us to exercise our constitutional function by at'forQing to the 
States of this Union the opportunity to determine· whether, 
or not, they will amend the organic law. That is the propo
sition with which we are dealing to-day. 

Our Constitution is not a fetish, nor a fossil. It must keep 
step, and be in touch with popular sentiment. The Constitu
tion and the spirit of the age must be one. I do not mean, 
of course, to say that when the sentiment of the day is out of 
touch with the provisions of that instrument we must violate 
the organic law, but I do mean to say that when public senti
men_t so requires the Congress shall respond to public senti
ment and submit the amendments proposed for action. It is 
a part of the wisdom of that instrument that such is the case 
and that opportunity to make amendments shall be afforded 
to those constituent elements of this Government which alone 
can make effectual amendments to our Federal Constitution. 

This instrument has been much amended. The men who lived 
under the very shadow of the convention which first formu
lated its terms, were not slow to add something like 10 amend
ments to our organic law. They were not deterred from tak
ing this action by the imputed sanctity of this instrument. 
And yet strange to say, with the growth of public knowledge, 
with the increase of genernl information, with the development 
of u ln.rger sense of liberty, there _seems to be, on the part of 
a portion at .least of the public of this country, a great, and · 
ever increasing aversion to· use the knowledge wliich we have 
accumulated during many decades of the past of the operations 
of our Government, of its merits, and its defects to make that 
instrument conform to the demands of the intelligent sentiment 
of to-day. - Our Constitution ·must develop peacefully, else 
there will be stagnation, retrogression, and revolution. 

What is this proposition which bas been so vehemently at
tacked this evening? Whn.t is it, I say? Merely a proceeding 
under the Constitution to determine whether the sentiment of 
to-day desires to amend our organic law. Is that treason? Is 
it treason to propose a resolution of amendment for the action 
of the States? Is such a course treason to the people? Is it 
treason to the intelligence of modern times for this Congress 
to realize that there is a sufficiently large and intelligent public 
demand for this resolution, to justify us in submitting it to 
the States for their several action? Can we undertake to 
oppose ourselves to that sentiment, and say that the public shall 
not even have the opportunity of making that determination 
which belongs exclusively to the States? Shall we undertake 
to say that however intelligent or universal may be the demand 
upon this body, we shall turn a deaf ear to this appeal, and 
arrogate to ourselves the power to anticipate the action of the 
States? 

The gentlemen who have discussed this proposition seem to 
me to ba ve lost all sight of what is actually before us for con
sideration. We are not amending the Constitution of the United 
States. This body will never vote upon an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States. We merely afford the oppor
tunity to the States to exercise their constitutional powers of 
amendment under the terms of our Constitution. The States 
will determine whether or not in their wisdom they will add 
to our fundamental law. May I ask the gentlemen who have 
spoken in opposition to this resolution, when do they think that 
tlie time will arrive when thi.:; body ought to submit a constitu
tional amendment to the States for ratification or rejection? 
The Constitution says that this body by a two-thirds vote may 
submit propositions of amendment. Tell me when should this 
body be informed by public opinion that the time bas arrived 
when a proposition of amendment should be submitted? 

Stute's rights? I am a.s jealous of them as any Member of 
this body, when I conceive that they should be conserved, or 
am not confronted with a. demand by a considerable and re
spectable portion of the public, asking for the opportunity to 
determine whether the organjc law should be amended, even to 
the extent ·of_ a curt_ailment of present rights. The pe?p~e ba~ie 

given, the people can take away, and from time to . tii:ne, ~ 
conformity with their demands the amendments to the Constitu
tion must be submitted for their consideration. If Stute's 
rights means that the Constitution shall never ·be further 
amended, or the opportunity to amend it be atrorded, then 'that 
is a doctrine to which I, for one, can not give my adhesion. 
Twenty years ago the first proposition to amend the Constitu
tion in respect of the manufacture · and sale of ardent spirits, 
was submitted in a report from a committee of the Senute of 
the United States. There were great men upon that committee. 
The State of Alabama was represented by Senator .Pugh, a great 
lawyer, a man who was as jealous of the rights of his State as 
any Representative who ever sat in the Congress of the United 
States. The great State of Mississippi was represented by an 
even greater lawyer, Senator George. 

Yet as members of a committee, dealing with a proposition 
to sul)mit a constitutional amendment to the above effect they 
agreed that without regard to whether or not they favored in 
the ultimate the adoption of the amendment suggested, the 
committee could not stand in the way of the public sentiment 
which demanded that the resolution should be submitted to the " 
States. They stated in that report that having in mind the 
moral forces, having in mind the intellectual forces which even 
then were demanding that this proposition should be submitted 
to the States, they did not conceive that in the exercise of 
their constitutional function they could appropriately with
bold it. If the sentiment of that time justified that action, by 
so much the more, having in mind the multiplication of those 
forces since that day and the actual results of voting in State 
after State, should we respond to the call .of the people, and 
not undertake to interpose ourselves as a barrier to the con
stitutional demands upon us to submit this proposition to the 
determination of the States. 

The publlc craves at our bands but one boon, namely, the 
opportunity to determine whether or not they will amend our 
organic law. In this connection I wish to submit as a part of 
my remarks a citation from the Senate report filed by Senator 
George and his associates. That report develops in the most 
fellcitous fashion the rule of action which should control our 
course in this matter. The analogy of our action in this situ
ation may be found in the action of the very gentleman who 
reported this rule, the gentleman from Texas. Our friend did 
not think that be could afford to withhold this proposition from 
a vote in this body. Hence be reported the rule to the House. 
But in debate be bas avowed his purpose to vote against the 
very rule which be reported. I have no criticism to make of 
him for this action, nor do I regard it as inconsistent. Ye't our 
friend seems to think that this body following that analogy 
should not submit to the States of this Union this proposition of 
amendment, a proposition which in the ultimate, if it is 
adopted, will be adopted only after discussion, only after debate, 
only after the necessary affirmative action on the part of three
fourths of the States of the Union. 

One of the participants in this debate stated that be was oP:. 
posed to the method by which this resolution would be submit
ted. Will the gentleman pray tell me bow he would proceed 
under the Constitution to submit a proposition of amendment? 
This is a proceeding -by virtue of the Constitution and in strict 
conformity with its terms. Pray tell tpe if you are not criticiz
ing the Constitution, when you criticize the present procedure? 

I will now read from a report made something like 20 years. 
ago to the Senate by the committee to which ! .have referred: · 

Your committee are ot the opinion that the resolution should be favor
ably reported and should be submitted by Congress to the action ot the 
States tor another reason. It being a fact that a very large (lroportion 
ot the American people are anxious that the National Constitution be 
amended in accordance with the resolution, we believe that they have a 
right to be heard in the forum ot the State legislatures, where alone 
the question can be decided, whether the National Constitution shall be 
amended. That Constitution points out definitely the manner in whlch 
a change in Its provisions may be ell'ected. The Constitution ot the 
country must be amended from time to time to correspond with the evo-
1utlon of the Nation itself, tor it is Impossible to fetter the growth ot 
the Nation in any direction. 

It will grow, peacefully or otherwise. The Constitution must [feld 
here and there, corresponding the necessities ot the times and o the 
people, and the necessary changes be peacefully made, in accordance 
with the methods of amendment pointed out in the Constitution Itself, 
or revolution and bloodshed will perform their work. The Constitution 
and the spirit of the age must be one. Whenever any considerable and 
respectable portion of the American people (and no considerable num
ber can fail to be respectable) desire changes In the fundamental law 
and ask respectable consideration ot thelr propositions by the Nation 
at large, we hold It to be the duty of the Congress to give them a status 
in the court provided by the Consfitutlon tor Its own amendment. They 
have a right that thelr contention be placed in proper form before the 
local legislatures and the people . before they have demonstrated that 
they are able to secure its ratification by three-fourths of the States. 
That ratification, if it comes at alii will come as a result of agitation 
and discussion of the very propos tion which they ask to have sub
mitted. The true question · tor Congress. to consider is not whether 
three-fourths ot the States will ratify, after discussion an~ agitation, · 

.. 
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bUt Whet~er the SUbject concerns the publiC welfare, 11.nd whether •those 
who desire the submlss!on of the resolution be of sufficient number to 
relieve the proceeding from the charge of triviality and 1nconsequence. 

To-day facing the gigantic petition 1iled With this body, and 
llaving in mind the appeals from countless societies of this 
country from one end to another, is there a man before me who 
will charge that the present proceeding smacks or savors of 
either triviality, or inconsequence? 

Deciding upon grounds like these, yom· committee are impressed by 
the overwhelming importance of the subject to the Nation and to the 
world, and by the vast number, not to say the majol'ity of the moral 
and intellectual forces of the country, which demand a subrnlssion of 
this joint resolution to the consideration of th.e States. We therefore 
report it favorably and recommend its passage. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman ha3 used 15 minutes. 
Mr. SAUNDERS. I yield myself two more minutes, merely 

to put into the RECORD one further citation, nnd then I will 
have finished. In the course of this debate some of the oppo
nents of the Hobson resolution have drawn a direful picture 
of the host of officials who will invade the States, should we 
adopt this constitutional amendment. Let these gentlemen 
compose themselves. So far as these agents are concerned· 
they are already with us, to enforce the execution of the present 
revenue laws. Special agents, collectors, deputy collectors, and 
ther revenue abents, now swarm in all of the States, operating 

under Federal authority. The fficials to whom these gentle
men have referred are to-day to be found in every State of 
the Union. Other participants in this debate ha-ve concerned 
themselves about the possibility of conflict between the two 
jurisdictions. 

I desire to say that up to the pre ent time no conflict between 
the two jurisdicttons in the enforcement of the revenue law 
ha>e caused confusion, trouble, or disorder. 'There is nothing 
in this law that will bring about any ~onfiict which portends or 
forbodes evil to the Republic. 1\Iay I read what the Supreme 
Court says in this connection upon the subject of concurrent 
jurisdiction. 

Our dual · form of government bas its perplexities, State and Nation 
having different spheres of jurisdiction, as we have said; but It must 
be kept in mind that we are one people ; and tbe powers reserved to 
lhe State and those conferred on the Nation are adapted to the exercise, 
whether independently or concurrently, to promote the ·general wet
fare, material and moraL This is the effect of the decision. (Hoke v. 
United States, 227 U. S., 321-323.) 

And so, in the future as in the past, the two jurisdidions will 
work together conjointly, without collision or conflict, to pro
mote the larger interests of all the people of the United. States. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the rest of my time. 
Tl!e SPEAKER. The gentleman from Louisiana {Mr. DuPRE] 

is recognized for one hour. 
Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, I ,yield to the gentleman from 

Mississippi [Ur. WITHERSPOON]. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missi-ssippi' [M.r. 

;\VITHERSPOON) is recognized. 
.Mr. WITHERSPOON. Mr. Speaker, I am rather -a radical 

prohibitionist. I am a prohibitionist becau e the use of liquor 
impairs and destroys the mental, moral, and physical natuTes <>f · 
man; because it produces disease, insanity, .and distress; and 
because I think the evil should be eradicated by the power-. of 
the Government. I became a prohibitionist when the1·e was a 
saloon at every eros roads in Mississippi and when the people 
of Mississippi, the people of my own -county, and the people of 
my home town were overwhelmingly in favor of the saloon. 
My prohibition views did not <>riginate after ·prohibition became 
popular in my country, but I have never entertained any such 
·conception of prohibition as would make me an imperialist. I 
bave never had any thought of prohibition which would make 
me willing to engage in an assault upon the Government of my 
own -country [applause], to ov-erthrow the ['ight of local self
go>ernment, to transfer the police power of the State to the 
Federal Government, and to substitute an -empire for our dual 
form of government. [Applause.] I regret that this matter has 
been brought here under circumstances where it is im})ossible to 
discuss it, and for this reason I am compelled to submit to you 
a t~mall})art of my views upon this subject. 

THE MEA-~ING OF RESOLUTION 168. 

The first section of resolution 168 prohibits the sale and the 
manufacture, transportation, importation, and exportation for 
sale of intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes. The power 
to make this prohibition of the manufacture, sale, and trans
portation is one of the reseryed powers of the States, and the 
amendment transfers the power from the States to the Federal 
Go>ernment. 

The second section of the amendment also transfers frO'm the 
States to the Federal Government the reserved power to pro
vide for the manufacture, transnortation, importation, and sale 
of. intoxicating liquors for sacramental, medicinal, mechanical, 

pharmaceutical, and scientific pnrposes, and for use in the arts;. 1 

and also the ·exclusive power to legislate u{1bn these subjects. 
If this amendment should become a part of the ·Constitution., 

not only will all powers on these subjects be divested out ·of 
the ·States, ;J>ut the Federal · Government, having secured the 
sole a:nd exclusive jurisdlction to make the prohibition in the 
cases named, and to provide intoxicating liquors for the pur
poses mentioned, and the exclusive J>Ower to enforee the pro
visionsr will become in duty bound to supply intoxicating liquors 
for the :purposes desir-ed, for the proposed runendment does not 
authorize the Government to regulate the whisky traffic, bu 
to provide intoxicating liquors for nl1 the pllrposes enumerated. 
We must therefore behold the greatest Government on earth 
provide itself with a sufficient number of stills, a .sufficient 
quantity <>f corn, rye, fruits, and other raw material out dt. 
which intoxicating liquors are made, a sufficient number or 
railroads, ·steamboats, wagons, ·carts, horses, mule , oxen, and 
goats to transport and import intoxicating liquors into and 
throughout the 48 States <Of the Union, and thus supply all de
mands that may be made upon it for intoxicatin..,. liquors desired 
fO'l' sacramental, medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical, and 
scientific purpo es, or for u e in the arts. 

I hope I shall ne>er live to ee our great Government embark 
to any e"A'tent, howe>-er .limited, in the most disreputable lm i
ne •s which, by common consent, men now p:arsue. 

THE 1>IVISION OF 'THE POWER. 

The transfer of the e powers over intoxicating liqnors from 
the State to the Federal Government would leave all other 
powers on the subject u.s a part of the reserved powers of the 
State. The State could still authorize or forbid the manufac
ture, sale, and transportation of mtoxicating liquors for all 
purposes except those named in the propoSed amendment. It 
could still pro>ide that Intoxicating liquors should or should 
not be manufactured or ti'ansported fol' the purpose of being 
bartered, or for the purpo e Of influencing elections, or for the 
use of the manufacturers, or transported to give a way to induce 
trade, or for any other purpose except those named in -the 
amendment. The amendment therefore separates all go\ern.
mental powers on the subject of intoxicating liquors into two 
elasses, giving the Federal Goveroment exclusive jurisdiction 
over one class and leaving the other class as .one of the re
sened powers of the State. 

This separation of all governmental powers on the subject 
of intoxicating liquors into two classes is based on the purposes 
to which the liquors are designed. If the liquors -are to be 
used for bev-erage purposes, then the Federal ·Government is 
given sole jurisdiction to prevent the sale, transportation, ex
portation, and importation of Uquors, and if the liquors are for 
certain purposes named in the second section of the amend
ment the Federal Governm-ent has the sole power to supply 
them. On the ·other hand, if the liquors are for any other 
purposes, the .State is left to deal with it a.s it chooses . 
THIS .DIVISION OF POWERS IS CONTRARY TO OUR THEORY OD' GOVEJL"<MENT. 

The question is therefore pre ented whether this separation 
and di~ision of go>ernmental powers between the Federal Gov- . 
ernment on the one hand and the States on ·the oth.er, based 
solely on the purposes for which the liquors are to be used, is 
wise or not. Such a line Of demarkation between the powers 
of the Federal and State Governments is contrary to the very 
genius and theory of our duai form of Government, and if we 
assume that the principle underlying the amendment is correct 
the >ery framework Of our dual form of Government rests upon 
.a wrong basis. If the principle upon which all governmental 
powers are divided :between the States and the Ut;tion is right, 
then the principle of the .amendment js wrong and leads us to 
consider whether we are ready to abandon the fundamental 
principle of our dual form of Government. 

THE PRINCIPLE OF TilE DIVISION OF POWERS OF GOVERNMENT. 

[t is not difficult for anyone who has ever read the Federal 
Constitution to discover the principle upon which all govern
mental powers are separated into two classes--one ot which is 
vested exclusively in the general and the other in the iocal 
government. Within the class of subjects over which the 
General Government is given exclusive jurisdiction we find the 
Navy, the Army, the post offiees and post roads, the coinage of 
money and the regulation of the values thereof, th~ standards 
of weights and mea ures, patents, and other subjects which :in 
their natures are matters of general concern and whose natures 
demand the same laws throughout the Union. On the other 
hand, we find that the suppression of crimes, the public high
ways, the education of children, the establishment of benevolent 
institutio~s, the right of suffrage, the election of officers, -and 
all other subjects of a local nature in which the States have a 
special interest are subjects not confided to the ~ut·isdiction of 
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the General Government but reserved to the control of the 
States. ' 

The. wisdom of this distinction lies in .the fact that the General 
Goveriunent can legislate with greater wisdom on all matters of 
general concern than a local government could possibly do, and 
that the State governments, legislating upon subjects of general 
concern, would be in constant conflict with o17e another and 
produce endless confusion in laws affecting the mterests of the 
entire country. On the other hand, it is manifest that a local 
o-overnment on account of a deeper interest in and a more 
perfect kn~wledge of local conditions, will pass wiser la~s 
affecting local questions than a central government could poss!
bly do. For this reason the principle of local self-goverml?e~~ IS 
not only left to the ::::tates but is extended in the subdivlswn 
of the State~ into counjies and citie~. to whose governments are 
committed such matters as especially affect them. ~ 

The separation of governmental powers, therefore, between t?e 
Federal and State Governments and between the State and Its 
subdivisions are based on the principle that to each government 
in our system should be committed those governmental pow~rs 
which it is best capacitated to exercise with the greatest WIS
dom and to the best advantage to the people concerned. To 
substitute for this fundamental principle a separation and 
division of go\ernmental powers, as the amendment proposes, 
on the principle of the purposes for which intoxicating li9uors 
may be used, would be a fantastic experiment of the w1ldest 
folly. 

THE JURISDICTION Oll' EACH GOVERNMENT EXCLUSIVE. 

Another characteristic of our form of government is that 
whenever, for any reason, any power is veste~ ~ any goye~n
ment, whether Federal, State, county, or muruc1pal, the JU~Is
diction is made exclusive, and it is manifest t~at the. co!l-fuswn 
of jurisdictions over any subject would result m conflicting and 
unwise laws. If the States, as well as the General Govern
ment had the power to provide and maintain the Navy, it is 
certain that some of them would provide 10 battleships and 
some none; and if the jurisdiction to provide and maintain 
a navy were diYided between the General and State Govern-

. ments according to the purposes· for which the ships are to be 
used, as the proposed amendment divides the jurisdict~on over 
intoxicating liquors according to the purposes for which t~ey 
a1·e to be used, giving to on~ government the power to proVIde 
such ships as are to be used on the surface of the water and 
to the other such as are to be used under the water or in the 
air, or to one government such ships as are to be used as scouts 
and transports and to the other such as are to fight, the Navy 
resulting from such a division of powers would be a. ridiculous 
farce. 

No Government can deal wisely with any subject and intelli
gently solve all the questions which will arise out of it unless 
it has the sole and exclusive juriSdiction thereof. The Federal 
GoYermnent will find it to be impossible to destroy the evils 
of intemperance with the limited jurisdiction which this amend
ment will confer upon it. Even if it could perfectly enforce 
every prohibition in the amendment, the manufacture, transpor
tation and importation of intoxicating liquors for other pur
poses 'than for sale for beverages would result in an evil 
and drunken debauchery far greater than exists under the 
prohibitory laws of the States-; and in the midst of this evil 
we will wonder why in the case of intoxicating liquors we de
parted from the sound principle of" substituting a divided for an 
exclusive jurisdiction over this subject. 

WHISKY TRAFFIC A LOCAL EVIL, 

But the whisky evil is a local evil, and its removal is a local 
question. The evil in any community disturbs and injures that 
community. Of its existence there other communities are igno
rant. The community which the evil hurts is the one interested 
in its removal and is the only one that can and will remove the 
evil. This it must do through its local officers. 

The Federal Government was not designed to deal with such 
local questions and is not equipped to remove such evils. It has 
no officers corresponding to justices of the peace and constables, 
nor to town marshals and policemen, upon whom each locality 
depends for the enforcement of whisky laws; and if the Federal 
Government should undertake the enforcement ot laws against 
whisky in every community in the country, it would require such 
a. horde of spies ana detecti-ves as would make the soldiers of the 
Army and the sailors of the Navy look insignificant, and the 
Federal courts would have to be multiplied a hundredfold to 
try the cases now disposed of in the State, county, and city 
courts. The expense of this new departure would double the 
'burdens of the people, and if the Federal courts could. not en
force the liquor laws any b-etter than they enforce the anti
trust laws national prohibition would be a national farce. 

The absurdities of resolution 168 constitute a good reason for 
the introduction of resolution 277, which seems to be a lame 
attempt to escape the objections to resolution 168. 

THE MEANING OF RESOLUTION 277. 

The first section of resolution 277 is practically the same as 
the first section of 168. It forever prohibits the sale and the 
manufacture, transportation, importation, and exportation of 
intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes and leaves the citizen 
free to transport, import, and export it for any purpose other 
than for sale, and to sell it for any other purpose than for 
beverage, unless prohibited by State laws. The enforcement 
of the prohibition would be wholly dependent upon the proof 
of the hidden and unexpressed purpose in the mind of the manu
facturer, seller, transporter. importer, or exporter. If any citi
zen should order intoxicating liquors for medicinal purposes ex
pressed, and the liquor should be made, transported imported. 
and sold for said purpose, it would all be lawful under the terms 
of this ~tion, and it would be no violation of the law on the 
part of the purchaser if he should then use the liquor for bever
age purposes. 

In every indictment against the manufacturer, transporter, 
importer, or seller the proof would be made that the liquor was 
not for beverage purposes, and prohibition would become a 
failure and a farce. 

ResolutioJl 277 is thus subject to these objections in addition to 
those urged against section 1 of resolution 168. Section 2 of 
resolution 277 omits that provision contained in section 2 of 
resolution 168 which seeks to embark the Federal Go\ernment · 
in the whisky business and 'imposes upon it the duty of supply
ing intoxicating liquors for the purposes therein enumerated. 
It leaves the citizen free to manufacture, sell, transport, and 
import intoxicating liquors for all other purposes tllan the· oue 
single one of beverage. 

Section 2 reads as follows : 
SEC. 2. The Congress or the States wit hin their respective jurisdic

tions shall bave power to enforce this article by all needful legislation. 

Here we have a provision that either the Federal Govern
ment or the States shall have power to enforce the prohibition 
in the first se~tion, but it is clear that both of them can not" do 
so. Which of the two Governments shall exercise the power 
is left for construction. The first section of the resolution will, 
of course, give the Federal Government exclusive jurisdiction 
of the subject matter and oust the States of all jurisdiction. 
If, therefore, the second section means that under any circum
stances the State shall have power to enforce the prohibition, 
then we will have the anomalous spectacle of a Government 
enforcing laws on a subject of-which it has no jurisdiction. If 
the second section means that Congress shall have power to 
enforce the prohibition, if it should exercise the power before 
the State acts, and that the •State shall have the power, if it 
exercises it before the Congress shall act, then the question of 
which Government shall exercise the power will depend, not as 
all other powers depend upon which can exercise the power 
more wisely, but upon the speed and haste which will enable 
the one or the other to pass the law first. If section 2 means 
that both the State and Federal Governments can pass laws at 
the same time and that both Governments can enforce their 
laws on the subject, then there will be an inevitable canflict 
between the laws passed by Congress and by each of the 48 
States of the Union. 

If Congress should in its laws on the subject provide for the 
punishment of its violations and a State government, controlled 
by the advocates of whisky, should provide for small punish
ment, if, for instance, the Federal law should punish the viola
tion with imprisonment and fine of $1.000 and the State law 
should punish it with a fine ot 5 cents, then we will ha.ve one 
of two results: Either the defendant could be made to suffer 
both punishments in violation of the cc:mstitutional guaranty 
that he shall not be placed in jeopardy twice for the same of
fense, or else if th(l State court should first punish him with the 
5-cent fine he could plead that judgment as a complete defense 
to the Federal prosecution. And in all cases either Go\ern
ment would fail to enforce the law unless it could prove to the 
jury that the manufacture, the transportation, the importation, 
or the exportation of the liquors was both for the purpose of 
sale to the consumer and that the consumer purposed to use it 
as a beverage. The railroad company and the express company 
could always prove that they had neither of these purposes and 
that they knew of no such purpose in the mind of the manufac
turer and the purchaser. The manufacturer could always pro\e 
that he made the liquor for some other purpose than to be used 
as a beverage, and that he had the written assurance of the 
purchaser that he had no purpose to use the liquor as u beY
erage. 

---
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If the rankest antiprobibitionist in the land were intrusted to 
frame a prohibition law, he could not devise one that would 
more certainly fail to eradicate the whisky evil than this one. 
In fact, any careful study of this amendment excites the sus~ 

-picion that it is conceived in the interest of the whisky traffic. 
THE DII!FICULTY OF PROHIBITION. 

If ~nyone sincerely and in good faith desires to eradicate the 
\Thish--y evil, his mind will logically inquire, first, What is the 
difficulty and obstacle in tile way of such eradication? In all 
the prohibition States we find the most stringent laws, making 
ample provision against every phase of the evil and covering 
every condition that has arisen for many years, so that no one 
can study those laws and discover any defects or imperfections. 

In tea<l of trying to discover and remove whatever difficulty 
remains, this amendment purposes to substitute for a perfect 
sy tern of laws on the subject of liquors a law that is as crude, 
as defective, as impracticable, and as absurd as any whisky man 
could desire it to be. 

The only legal difficulty in the prohibition of the whisky 
traffic by the States is that Congress has exclu ive jurisdiction 
over interstate commerce, and the importation of liquors is a 
part of that commerce. The States have no power to prohibit 
the importation of liquors into their territories. The State is 
therefore in this condition: It must permit liquors to come iuto 
its territory and then do what it can to stop the sale of what it 
has already received. If the State could inflict adequate 
punishment upon every railroad company and every express 
company which brings liquors iuto it or through it, it could as 
easily enforce its prohibition laws a,s it can suppress any other 
crime. And any real bona fide prohibitionist \vho wants not 
to advertise himself, not to bask in the sunshine of popular 
favor, and whose judgment has not become unbalanced by a 
long consideration of the enormity of the whisky evil, as por
tr·ayed in the premable to the resolution, but who really wants 
to remove the difficulty in the way . of prohibition, would like 
to see the Constitution so amended as to ~ive the State the 
power to prohibit the importation of liquors into its territory. 

No real prohibitionist who believes that its success would be 
a blessing to humanity will under the cloak of prohibition seek, 
as reso1utions 168 and 277 seek, to overthrow the Democratic 
doctrine of local self-govemment, to abandon the fundamental 
principles of our Government, to transfer the police powers of 
the States to the Federal Government, and to concentrate in the 
Federal Government a power whose exercise would fill the land 
with spies and detectives and crush out the liberties of the 
people. -

·THE IlE:UEDY. 

To remove the only difficulty in the way of prohibition we 
would only have to adopt the following amendment to the inter
state-commerce clause of the Constitution, making it read as 
follows: 

3. To regulate commerce with foreign nations and among the several 
States and with the Indian tribes: Provided, That intoxicating liquors 
shall not be considered as a part of such commerce. and that tbe right 
to regulate or prohibit the transportation. importation, and exportation 
into, from, and within each State shall forever remain one of the 
reserved powers of each State. 

For such an amendment I would gladly vote, for it would 
remove the only difficulty and overcome the only obstacle in the 
way of prohibition. 

The perception of t11e difficulty and the willingness to apply 
the proper remedy is disclosed in resolution 389, the first section 
of which reads as follows: 

SECTIO!'\' 1. The importation of any spirituous. vinous, malted. fer
mented, or any other intoxicating liquors into any State of the United 
States or into the District of Columbia, or into tbe Territory of Alaska, 
from any other State. District, Territory, country, place, or region, 
domestic or foreign, is forever prohibited. 

This amendment is entirely free from the absurdities and fol
lic.::; inherent in resolutions 163 and 277 and souuds like its 
author is really in favor of prohibition. There are o:1ly two 
objections to it. One is that it is in apparent conflict with the 
interstate-commerce clause of the Constitution. The other ob
jection to it is that the State could not enforce it and would -be 
entir-ely dependent upon the Federal Government to protect it 
against the violation of the provision. However, the State is 
now helple in this regard, and the provision is such a. vast 
impro.,-ement on the conditions as they now stand that I shall 
vote for resolution 389. 

IliPERIALISl\I I!'\' THE GUISE OF rROHIBITION. 

This pretended attempt to secure national prohibition is 
strange, even mysterious. The facts that it divides the jurisdic
tion between the States and the Federal GoYernment, making it 
impossible for either to deal intelligently with the question; that 
so many loopholes are provided for the escape of ·dolators from 
punishment that every suggestion or amendment to make the 

remedy effective are so readily rejected; that the aim is not to 
un.ite all the believer~ in prohibitipn on the same side, but to 
dnve as many as possible from its support suggest that there is 
something bidden and concealed behind the movement. n is a 
part of a scheme of the imperi;llists, carefully concealed from 
the ¥reat mass of patriotic prohibitionists, to substitute a great 
empire for the .American Union. .Afraid to attempt this onenly 
and confessedly the enemies of our country who have aiways 
believed in a great central go-vernment, who have never had any 
love for or ~onfidence in our dual system of government, and 
who would like to blot out all State lines and concentrate all 
power here at Washington, have for half a century, under the 
cloak of some popular reform, endeavored to transfer one after 
another the resened po\Ters of the States to the Federal Gov
er~ment. Whenever tlle people become aroused by. some great 
evil and the remedy therefor it has afforded an opportunitv for 
!Jle ii_npe:iali~t to strike a blow at the Union. The first att"ernpt 
m this duection was soon after the Civil War when under the 
infl.uence ·of sectional hate and bitter resent~ent ~gainst the 
white people of the South, the idea became popular that in or· 
der to safeguard the freedom of the negro it was advisable to 
give him the right of suffrage, and under the cloak of a wild
eyed fr~nzy ~o substitnt~ the ignorance and vice of the negro 
for the mtelhgence and v1rtue of the white man in the electorate 
of the Southern States, the imperialist secured the adoption of 
the fifteenth amendment to the Constitution and thereby di
lested out of the States the power to regulate and control the 
purely local question of the franchise and lodge it in the Fed
eral Government so far as it is affected by race color or pre-
vious condition of servitude. ' ' 

Whe.n the constitutional amendment for the popular election 
of Umted States Senators was considered in ConO'ress there 
':~s such a unanim~u~ demand for its adoption that bfl.either po
litical party was Willmg to oppose it, and the imperialist saw 
another opportunity to strike a blow at the Union and to trans
fer another power of the States to the Federal Government. 
They therefore fastened upon its provisions the Bristow amend
ment, and thereby effectually transferred the power of the 
States to control their elections of Senators to the Federal 
Government. 

The .American people have been in late years aroused to the 
importance of good roads, and while the public highway is the 
most local of all subjects, and from its nature can be best and 
most economically built by the communities in which they are 
located, yet the widespread favor of the people for these im
provements was a cloak under which the imperialist attempted 
to have the Federal Government take charge of the public high
ways of the country and thus transfer to it one of the most im
portant of an the resened powers of the States. The first 
step taken in this direction was the passage through the House 
of the so-called good-roads bill. 

In line with all these assaults upon the Union of our fathers 
is the present attempt, disguised under the name of prohibition 
and under a hypocritical plea to the moral sentiments of the 
people, to transfer the police powers of the States to tile Fed
eral Government; and it is accompanied by the woman-suffrage 
amendment, which seeks to transfer the subject of franchise 
also from the State to the Federal Government so far as it is 
affected by sex. What the next as ault upon the Union of our 
fathers will be no one knows, but it is certain that the success 
of each one of these assaults will result in another. 

While the Constitution is by degrees being changed and dis
figured, and while congressional legislation is usurping the 
powers of the States, the Federal courts have also been busy 
in construing the reserved powers of the States into the impe
rial receptacle of the General Government. 

If this dangerous drift of the Union toward the empire were 
wise and best for the country, if any good reason or plnusible 
argument could be given why we should abandon our dual sys
tem of government and concentrate all power in the F ederal 
Government, the advocates of it would not hide their designs 
under the cover of popular reforms or conceal their purposes 
under statutory usurpations and judicial interpretations which 
can never be explained to the people, but would boldly declare 
their purpose for an empire: If it is wise and best to conYert 
the Union into nn empire by slow degrees, by transferring one 
power of the States to the Federal Government at a time, why 
would it not be wise to blot out all State lines and to establish 
an empire on the ruins of the Union all at the same time? 
Why should we by piecemeal demolish the sublime structure 
when we could substitute what the impe1ialists consider better 
at one stroke? If the dual character of our Government is 
wise and best, we should maintain it, preserve it, love it, and 
defend it from every assault; but if it is a mistake, then we 
should abandon it for something better. 

\ 
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But before we diScard it we should ponder well what it is. 
It is th~ first and most important principle of the Government 
which our forefathers transmitted to us as their solution of the 
great problem of human liberty; This principle, together with 
the doctrine of representative government, the separation of all 
governmental powers into the three distinct and independent 
departments of the executive, legislative, and judicial branches, 
and the constitutional prohibitions against the impairment of 
the inalienable rights of the citizen constitute what they de
termined was necessary to the preservation of our liberties. 
They had ·no precedents to guide them in the formation of our 
Government, but they knew from the teachings of history, as 
well as from long and bitter experience under the best of all 
imperial governments, that the tyranny and oppression of the 
empire is intolerable to a free people. They knew also that all 
the republics of history had either emerged into an empire or 
had been dismembered and broken up, because they were not 
founded upon the principles on which ours was made to rest. 
Their wisdom in this regard is not only established by the 
experience of a hundred and twenty years, but is acknowledged 
by the imperialists themselves, whose conduct shows that the 
only possible way to destroy the Union is gradually to over
throw the principle of the separation of all governmental powers 
between the States and the Federal Government and the other 
great principles which insure its preservation and stability. In 
solving the problem of human liberty and in adopting a form 
of government which they believed would preserve it, our fore
fathers could not have been led into a mistake by any selfish 
desire to get into the limelight of notoriety, for their fame was 
already complete, and no motives except the purest patriotism, 
which had been tested by seven years of suffering and sacrifice, 

. impelled them to seek the truth of the question. 
Their wisdom and genius have given them a luminous place 

in the annals of history with which no one ·would be cruel 
enough to contrast the obscurity of the petty imperiall!!)ts who 
are struggling to undo the work of their hands. When we study 
the sublime fabric of our Government, when we recall the 
heroism of those who framed it, when we read the story of the 
sacrifices they made to secure the liberties it was framed to 
perpetuate, when we look upon the pure and unselfish motives 
in their hearts softened with sorrow for their comrades who 
had fallen in the strife, how can we fail to admire, to love, and 
to worship the Union of our fathers? How can we view with 
patience or tolerance the unholy efforts of the imperialist, as 
with stealthy steps and hypocritical pretense he removes one 
stone after another from the foundation of the glorious 
structure? If the last days of my life should be spent amid 
the ruins of the great Republic, it will be some conso4'ltion that 
no word or acts of mine ever hastened the drift of the American 
Union into an emvire of its enemies . . 

l\lr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

1\Ir. JOHNSOH of Kentucky. 1\fr. Speaker: I shall avail my
self of the opportunity offered to give some, at least, of the 
reasons why I vote for what is known as the amended Hobson 
resolution. 

As I understand the proposition, and as everyone must of 
neC'essity ·understand it, we are not called upon to-day to vote 
either " for " or " against " prohibition. The single question 
that a :Member of this House must now answer is: Is he willing 
or unwilling to have the question of prohibition submitted to 
the people themselves for their determination 7 

l\Iore than 6,000.000 good citizens of this country have availed 
themselves of the privilege of "petition" already given them 
under the Constitution of the United States. By that "peti
tion" they ask the Congress to give to them nothing more than 
a submission of the question whether they may or may not 
ha >e prohibition. 

Thousands of those who live in the congressional district 
which I have the honor to represent have petitioned me, not as 
an individual citizen but as their Representative, to give them 
the right of suffrage upon this question. 

Those who oppose prohibition ask me to vote against prohibi
tion, while all those who favor it ask me, as a Member of Con
gress, to vote, not for prohibition, but for a measure which will 
let them vote. , 

Can I justly answer their plea by saying to them that I con
cede their right to vote for me as their representative and at 
tbe same time deny them the privilege of voting upon the most 
agitated question now before the American people? 

If the question were one wrong or vicious in itself. or if the 
question were one urged by only a small portion of the people 
I might, with the very best of reasons, stand against submis: 
sion. 

But how can I, in my representative capacity, refuse the tl10U
sands and thousands of my own constituents their plea for the 
right to vote upon a question that is not vicious in itself? This 
is the question which I must answer by my vote upon this 
occasion. 

The fundamental doctrine upon which this great Government 
is founded is: All power is inherent in the people: 

Does any man question that our ancestors could have inserted 
a prohibition clause in the Constitution if they had so desired 1 
The people were then given a clean piece of paper upon which to 
write a constitution. In writing it they were careful to protect 
future generations by reserving to them the right to add to 
that Constitution such provisions as the people themselves, later 
on, deemed best for their own welfare. 

If our fathers had thought that the original Constitution con
tained wisdom enough for all ages, they would not have made 
provision for amending that instrument. 

Because the 3,000,000 people who then made up the United 
States did not see fit to include prohibition in the Constitution 
is no argument that the 100,000,000 who now, a century and a 
quarter later, make up the Nation should not have the right to 
vote upon the question as an amendment to that original paper. 

Millions of our people petitioned Congress to give them the 
right to vote upon the question whether or not we should submit 
the income-tax proposition. That right was granted them by 
Congress. 

Again, millions of our people petitioned Congress to give 
them the right to vote upon the question whether or not we 
should elect United States Senators by thB people. That right, 
too, was granted them by Congress. 

In my hu,mble judgment there is no better way to ha1;e gov
ernment of the people than to have it by the people . 

That is all which the proposed amendment to the Constitution 
seeks to accomplish. 

When the question of prohibition has been submitted to the 
people every man can then vote just as he pleases. 

The majority in this instance, as in all other instances where 
we have popular government, will control. 

Some of our "wet" citizens oppose submission because they 
already have the condition which meets their views. 

But suppose we now had constitutional prohibition. Would 
those who are" wet" be entirely satisfied with the vote of their 
Representati•e in Congress if he, by his vote, denied their peti
tion for a submission of the question to the people in order to 
give the opportunity to do away with prohibition 7 

Would they not feel aggrieved if their Representatl\e, by his 
vote, denied them the right to \Ote? 

The old question, "Whose ox is gored?" comes up now. -
Those who are satisfied with present conditions want no sub

mission of the question. 
Those who are dissatisfied with present conditions clamor for 

the submission of the question to all the people. 
This question, in my judgment, is' the property of all the 

people. 
I, for one, therefore, am willing that they take their own ques

tion to themselves for final determination. 
I am convinced that all fair-minded men will-within them

selves, at least-admit that there can be no just complaint or 
criticism of those of us here who delegate to the people the 
right of government by the people. 

Therefore, 1\fr. Speaker, I shall cast my vote as a Representa
tive of the people to let the people control. 

Mr. LINDBERGH. Mr. Speaker, I take it that every indi
vidual is willing to yield some of what he may deem to be his 
personal rights, whether he indulges them or not, for the general 
welfare. I have never questioned the right of anyone to use 
liquor, nor to manufacture and sell it, and have no objection to 
its manufacture, sale, and use in a proper and reasonable way. 
But it has been shown by a long course of experience that the 
manufacture and sale of liquors is attended with practices that 
are extremely detrimental to good government, very bad in its 
effect on many drinkers, and especially their families, causes 
much suffering and crime, and serves no sritllcient requirement 
of men and women to offset the damages it causes. The con
sideration of this resolution therefore becomes one of morals, 
good government, and economics, rather than one on which to 
split hairs in discussing technical personal privileges. Besides, 
no Member should vote against this resolution, because it is 
simply referring the question to the people, and for that reason 
I would vote for the resolution even if I opposed prohibition. 

A.s to the evil effects of indulgence in the use of liquors, 
they are so many and have received so much thought and ex
pression that they may be considered well known without a 
restatement of them here. I will say, howe\er, that there is 

--
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no doubt in my mind that the moral side .of this problem. is1 of 
supreme importance for all the. people and furnishes abundant 
reason for the prohibition of the liquor traffic. :--

The economic side of this proposition ·is of very great impor
tance. I shall ref~r to only one phase of this, however •. because 
I believe tile others have been discussed from every viewpoint. 
The phase that I wish especially to consider is suggested by an 
argument which appeared in tile New York Herald June 7, 
1914. The following statement appeared in the argument: 

I 

Pacts about the liquot· business ancl allied -indttstdcs in New York State. 

Number of persons employed------------------------- 152, 000 
Annual wages nnd salaries-------------------------- ~128, 000, 000 
Value of product and trade--·------------------------ $ 42, 000, 000 
lnternal-revenue tax for 1014------------------------ $7!!, 000, 000 
Number of farms devoted to hop culture_______________ 2, 227 
Acreage of fat·ms devoted to bop culture______________ 12, 850 

Statements of tile above character are often made with the 
intent tllat they should impress the pnblic and win them to the 
support of the liquor interests. They begin at the wrong end 
of the argument. If the liquor traffic in itself is not desirable 
and useful, then the employment of 152,000 persons in New York 
alone, and a much greater number in all the States, is to be 
deplored, for to take the time of so many persons in a useless 
and even harmful occupation is a waste. These persons should 
be engaged in a work that would help in the production and 
distribution of the things that we need and that are useful. 
Likewise the investment of $842,000,000 in the liquor product 
:mel trade would be immensely more \aluable in its service if 
it were employed in operating enterprises in which the common 
nece sities of these and all other people are produced. It is a 
mistake to employ anyone in an enterprise that does not sene 
actual necessities. In the final analysis labor pays for all pro
duction, and· tilerefore the production should be of a character . 
to serve our common requirements and not merely to keep per
sons employed irrespective of the need of the products of their 
employment. 

It is also foolish to claim that the liquor traffic should be sup
ported to furnish revenue to the Government and to villages and 
cities collecting for licenses. In the first place, the evil effects 
resulting from the business in themselves create more expenses 
than all the revenue and license collections amount to. And, fur
thermore in accounting for tile collections made for village anu 
city licen'ses we know that the dealers must pay for tbe~r stoc~ 
and the costs of running the business as well as a profit m addi
tion. Since what they sell sen·es no actual need of the buyers 
here again is a waste, and the funds used might much better be 
invested in enterprises that would serve actual need . 

Merchants and other business men in some of the towns in 
my djstrict, when hvo or three years ago an effort was made to 
close the saloons to carry into effect the terms of the Chippewa 
Indian treaty of 18 5, requested me to oppose its enforcement. 
After the saloons had been closed a few weeks, as some of them 
were, most of those who had nskd me to oppose the closing in
formed me that it was a mistake for them to have made the 
request, because tiley had since discovered that the money that 
had been paid in the saloons was, after their close, being used 
in the purchase of goods and services that other business could 
furnish. Leading merchants in those towns have said that dur
ing the time when the saloons were closed they sold more chil
ru·en's shoes and clothing and more Christmas presents than 
they had ever done before, and that most of tile people who had 
been delinquent came in and paid their debts. 

The time will come in the history of this country, as it has 
done in others, when it will become essentially important to 
eliminate waste. The ancient Aryan fin,ding his restricted area 
too small to support the rapiclly growing population on the 
product and increase of his flocks and herds found it necessary 
to swarm forth to new fields and pastures. Because of the fact 
that they must conquer a wilderness filled with unknown ter
rors beyond a natural mountain barrier which would prevent 
their return to the parent land, they selected for_ this purpose 
the best and stronge~t of the young men and young women. 
After a feast of farewell to home and kindred, these pioneers 
of a new race went forth and began anew. 

Man has made many improvements since that day until now, 
by tilling the soil, impro~ed means of transportation, and many 
mechanical invention , be is able to support many more people 
on a giyen area than was possible in the . days of the ancient 
Aryan. Nevertheless, population is constantly increasing, and 
man must le.'lrn to eliminate waste, else when again he becomes 
too numerous, where shall be migrate? 

I am· more than convinced-! am morally certain-that waste 
caused by the different phases of the liquor traffic is one that 
mankind can eliminn te \vith none but good results to the great 
body of the peOple. · 

One · more objection ·to the . liquor traffic is its persistent 
meddling with the politics of the country-village, city, State, 
and uational. No one other influence has been so persistent in 
this work, and . it has forced the other special interests to join 
with it in this work of controlling, wherever it could, the ac
tions of legislatures and Congress, as well as village and city 
councils, all to the enormous detriment of the country. Every
body knows this, and the people are tired of it. Therefore give 
them the opportunity to rid themselves of it if they wish, 
which they can do by a concurrence of three-fourths of the 
States if we pass this resolution. 

During tbe ,time that this joint resolution has been pending 
in the House I have receiYed many circular letters, the purpose 
of which bas, of course, been to influence my mind to cast my 
vote against it. I do not object to this in the least, as I feel 
it to be a part of my duty as a representative of the people to 
seek enlightenment from every possible source. But the peculi
arity of all these appeals is that they demonstrate to my mind, 
at least, a truth exactly opposite of that they wish to establish. 
In addition to that already quoted, I have before me now a 
letter sent out by the United Brewery Workmen of America. 
It claims that there are 75,000 brewery workmen and their 
families dependent upon the business and that 10,000 miuers 
also are. Also, it is added, that it requires-

Brickmakers, masons and builders, machinists, steam fitters, plumbers, 
wagon makers, waiters, bartPnders, advertisers, printer·s, elecb·Icinns, 
persons engaged in transportation, cash-register makers, and thousands 
of other workers. 

From all the States come these statements from tn~ brewers 
and their allied indush·ies, showing the great number of people 
employed and the vast amount of capital and property required 
to carry on the liquor traffic. The more they show, the stronger. 
I am impressed with the need of passing this resolution in 
order to take these unfortunate ones out of serving a trade 
that is a drain on the country's resources without supplying. 
any real necessity. TbeNe 75,000 men employed by the great 
brewery interests and alL those others dependent upon the 
liquor traffic are seeking to have perpetuated an occupation 
which, indeed, gives them support, but at the expense of very 
many times their number, whose wives and· children must be 
deprived of all the luxuries and most of the necessities of life, 
because of this superfluous and unnecessary trade. 

Enemies ·of. this joint resolution ask: "What shall these men 
do to obtain a livelihood after the traffic has been prohibited and 
their present occupation thereby destroyed?" They talk of con
fiscation of property inyolved when it is proposed to cease per
mitting ·a small proportion of the population to live off the rest. 
If the laboring people had their just rights and there were :my
where near a just distribution 6'f the proceeds of labor, tilere 
would be no talk of the unemployed, because all would be em
ployed. But I say that eve_n under existing' conditions, which 
are largely the result of the interference in our politics of the 
liquor and other big ~pecial interests, it is not necessary to talk 
about the increase of the number of unemployed in order to 
bolster up this losing cause. In northern Minnesota alone--in 
the three districts represented by my colleagues, Mr. STEENERSON 
and Mr. MILLER, and myself-there nre enough wild, uncultivated, 
and unoccupied, yet exceedingly fertile lands, to support in com
fort a population several times greater than all the unemployed; 
lands that when subdued are so fertile and productive that this 
part of our State is becoming known far and wide as "the land 
of the big red clo-ver"; lands perfectly adapted to general farm
ing, dairying, and stock raising, and only awaiting the coming 
of capital and labor to make them blossom like the rose. 

Let me suggest to my anxious friends who fear that their 
capital invested in the liquor and brewery interests, and to those 
who foresee a failure of employment through the adoption of 
this resolution and its incorporation as an amendment into the 
Constitution of our country-for that is surely coming, whethe1· 
we adopt this resolution to-day or not-that they look carefully 
over the opportunities afforded by our State for the investment 
of capital and the employment of labor. To all who fear a loss 
of occupation by reason of the righteous increase of sentiment in 
favor of. prohibitory enactment~ I say come to northern Minne
sota, use your ·swelling muscies in subduing a portion of the 
wilderness, and enjoy the rewards of a well-spent life in the old 
age of comfort that may easily be derived from a well-tilled 
farm. -

Across the sea eight nations. are engaged in destructive homi
cidal war. Practically whole populations have been called. 
from their usual occupations, have been forced to . abandon 
all that heart holds dear and to sacrifice even life itself upon. 
the altar of their country. After the cruel war is ov.er they 
will be- burdened with enormous and oppressive taxation foJ.' 
generations to come. Talk about confiscation! Compared with 
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what ·these· people will · suffer ·of privation ·and want, .· we do 
not know the meaning of the word. Yet they respond -with. 
enthusiasm to a cause, win or lose; which will give them no ac- · 
tual benefit. To-day we are called upon to record our votes in· 
favor .of the preservation and not the destruction of our race
to save the boys and girls who will become the future citizens 
and rulers of our country. 

Mr: SAUNDERS. .Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. QmN]. 

Mr. QUIN. Mr. · Speaker and gentlemen, I ·have the honor to 
come from a prohibition State. I am a prohibitionist, natural 
born [laughter], and I want to say that the leader of my 
party, the Democratic Party, said that we ought to fight this 
matter out in the open, and as a prohibitionist I am willing 
to strip down to the belt and go to fighting; let us smite them 
hip and thigh. You can not fight the devil in any other way. 
[Applause.] I realize the fact that the corrupt agencies of 
this Government are backing the liquor traffic. I realize the 
fact that the good Christian people of the United States as 
a rule, the. good women of this Republic, the charitable organ
izations and churches, all the elements that go to build up 
society and good government, to make better a virtuous woman
hood in this Government, are on the side of prohibition. 

The forces of evil, the Jiquor traffic, with all its chain of cor
ruption and the evils that attend it, are fighting this ·proposi
tion to-day, and they come in on the ground of State rights.
! believe in the doctrine of State rights. I represent the dis
trict where Jefferson Davis, the President of the Confederacy, 
was reared. -.My father went- out · and fought for State rights. 
But we are not: living in the past; we are living for to-day and 
for the future. We can not bring up the traditions of the past 
to govern this country to-day. I do not believe it is an in
fringement upon the rights of my State to prevent: New York 
or any other State from emptying its sewage, its corruption, 
its poison, this liquor that it makes, down into my State. I do 
not believe in the open saloon, " blrnd tiger," or any other 
agency that pollutes society and debauches man, and the way 
to keep the " blind tiger " out of your country is to keep these 
men from manufacturing beer and alcoholic liquors for sale. 
You can not keep them out in any other way. We want to 
protect society; we want to protect the boys and girls that 
are growing up; we want to protect our institutions, and the 
way to do it is to stop the worst evil that is cursing the human 
race to-day. You need no enlightenment on that, as it is the 
common knowledge of all men. We all know the liquor traffic 
is the worst evil that concerns our Republic. We all know it 
builds up a:ll the houses of prostitution, that it fills up· the in
sane asylums and the jails, and tears down society ; and the 
question resolves itself in the final analysis on your vote here 
to-day, Are you with the forces of evil and corruption, or are 
you with the good people who are trying to build up your coun
try? Talk about your little finalities of State rights as you 
please, it resolves itself down to this: Are you o~ the side of 
evil, the forces that are corrupting your Government:, the forces 
that are destroying humanity, the forces that are destroying 
every environment that will build up society? 

They talk about the revenue. Are we willing to debauch men 
because we can raise a little revenue on whisky? It: would do 
just as well to legalize gambling and take out some small rake
off for the " kitty " to pay the expenses of your Government. 
[Laughter.] · 

The American people do not propose to support their Govern
ment through the agencies that will fimilly destroy the Govern
ment. The fact. that the United States Government is a partner 
in crime with the liquor traffic is one of the· stigmas against the 
fundamtmtal principles of the civiliZation of this country. We 
want to divorce the American Government from its copartner
ship with the li~uor traffic. That traffic bas great influence in 
some sections of this country, and it is going to continue those 
influences unless this resolution is adopted and is finally ratified 
by the States of the Nation. Some of the States of this Republic 
never will vote whisky out of them. We know that. There are 
certain elements of citizenship that do not care for the country 
to build up and grow up on those high planes of Christian civili
zation that e>ery man hopes the American Government will 
reach. [Applause.] 

Yol1 gentlemen who have such a fear that the rights of some 
State in the South might be involved if we pass this resolution 
proposing to amend the Constitution so as to prevent the manu
facture and sale of intoxicating liquors anywhere in the United 
States seem to be unduly excited. Can not the people amend the 
Constitution any time they please? All of the anti prohibitionists 
pretend to adore State rights. Did you have that same rever
ence for the rights of the States when you abolished slavery and 
enfranchised the negroes of the South by illegal amendments to 

the Constituti~n? You have that 'Same love for us now that you 
had then. ·You talk about the wrong we would do to the liquor : 
people if we stop their business and not pay them for their , 
property. Surely slavery was no worse in the South than the 
manu~acture and sale of liquor. You took $4,000,000,000 away 
from the South when you freed the slaves and never paid a 
dollar for a single negro. The liquor business is contraband, 
unlawful, and outlawed by society, and is existing in a few . 
States at sufferance. What right have the few thousand men · 
engaged in that "outlaw" business to expect the GoYernment 
to pay them for their property inYested, engaged in polluting 
society, and destroying the foundation stones of the Government?" 

Mr. Speaker, these men who "rear up" on their hind legs. 
and holler that we can not afford to confiscate the property of 
the liquor traffic know that many of the States have laws to· 
destroy every pistol they find concealed on any person carrying. 
suc.h weapon in violation of law. Is that statute wrong or 
unsound in principle? You confiscate and destroy the para
phernalia and all property used in carrying on gambling games. 
What court has ever held such statutes to be unconstitutional 1 
.My friends, the trouble is the liquor interests in the United 
States have powerful and potential influences at work in their 
behalf. The invisible government that works tmseen and in an 
unknown manner has as its chief ally the liquor interests. 
These agencies stand for graft and corruption in politics. 
They stand side by side and shoulder to shoulder with the cor
porations, trusts, combines, and monopolies. Whenever it is 
necessary they pool their interests together to make a combined 
and effectiYe fight. The people engaged in the cause of prohibi
tion work single handed and alone. You find the Christian 
people, men and women, as a rule, engaged in the fight against 
the saloon. They are actuated by the highest and purest mo
tives. They know that the liquor traffic is a desh·oyer of the 
home. They know that the blind tiger is the offspring of the 
barroom. They know that the only effective way to eliminate 
the barroom and blind tiger is for the Government to prevent 
the manufacture, importation, and sale of intoxicating liquors. 
These go_od people have come to Congress and asked us to pass 
this resolution to let the States vote on it and see if three
fourths of them will not ratify this amendment. The people. 
have that right, and as one Congressman I am going to Yote· 
for them to have the privilege in this case to vote for them
selves. ,What man can tell one single good thing the liquor 
traffic bas done for society and the human race? Can you name 
any good this evil has done the American GoYernment? Mr. 
Speaker, I can tell a thousand bad things that this great demon 
has done to. the human family and our Government. This 
demon, the whisky traffic, has reached out his uncanny hands 
and despoiled homes in every bailiwick in the United States. 
Aye, the scars of the liquor traffic have been left in almost every 
household throughout the broad domain of this great Republic. 
I know its forked lightning has struck close around me and 
left its sign in an untimely grave. 

Mr. Speaker, I shall support this resolution with my whole 
soul, and ·hope the prayers of the good mothers of this country 
will .soon be answered and this awful curse to the b_uman race 
will be no more in our Republic. Would to God this very night 
that this Congress would by a two-thirds vote pass this resolu
tion. The good people in three-fourths of the States of this 
Union will do their part. I am conscious of doing my duty on 
this great occasion to myself, my people, and my country. 
[Applause.] 
· Mr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] 10 minutes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Speaker, among the important Yotes 
which I have had the privilege of casting during my member
ship in this House I have cast none which I consider. more im
portant and far-reaching than that which I shall cast to-day. 
Likewise, I have cast none with a greater degree of conscious 
rectitude than I entertain for the \Ote which I shall cast to-day. 

When our forefathers ordained and established the Constitu
tion of the United States, for the purposes set forth in its pre
amble, they recognized the fact that all human effort is frail 
and subject to mistakes and errors. They foresaw tbat there 
might come a time when change and amendment might become 
necessary in order to meet new conditions and keep the Gov
ernment responsive to the will of the people. Therefore they 
provided in the Constitution a method by which it might be 
amended by the people in the coming years as they might see 
fit and proper. 

Their foresight and wisdom has been justified by the ndop
tion of 17 amendments to the Constitution of our Nation in the 
century and a quarter since its first adoption. 

The question before this House now is whether we shall vote 
for the submission to the yarious States of an amendment to that 
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Constitution providing for national prohibition with respect to 
the manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquors. In settling 
the question of my vote upon the pending resolution, I must 
approach it from th€ standpoint not only of my duty as a m~n, 
but also from the standpoint of my duty as a representative 
of the people. 

I am not afraid, 1\Ir. Speaker, of the adoption of this amend
ment, nor o:t its submission to the people of the United s.ta~es. 
There have been some who have spoken against the submiSsion 
of this ' amendment because they were afraid the legislatures 
o;f the States would not truly represent the people of the States 
in determining its ratification or rejection. This is one of the 
znethods provided by the Constitution for asce~taining the 
wishes of the people, and so carefully were the nghts of the 
States rnarded in that respect that it provides that before any 
amen~ent can be adopted it must be ratified by three-fourths 
of the States of this Union. But if you are afraid to submit it 
to the State legislatures, I ask if you would vote to submit it 
1f the people themselves could vote directly upon it? Would 
you be willing to submit it if Congress should provide that it 
should be submitted to State conventions, as the Constitution 
pro\ides may be done, wherein the delegates would be selected 
upon that issue alone and pledged upon it, one way or the other? 
You need not offer that as an excuse why you can not vote to 
submit this amendment, because if that were a valid or sufficient 
argument it would have prevented the submission of the amend
ment for the election of Senators by direct vote of the people. 
If that argument were valid as against the submission of this 
amendment, it would have been equally valid to b.ave prevented 
the submission of the amendment authorizing the levying and 
collecting of an income tax. Such an argument would have 
been a valid objection to the submission of all the 17 amend
ments which the people have adopted since the foundation of 
our Government. But such arguments were not valid then, and 
they are not valid now, but offer only an excuse for thos~ who 
desire to vote against the submission of the amendment itself. 

Others object to the submission of this amendment because 
they say it takes from the States the right of local self-govern
ment. But they forget that the very fact that this amendment 
can not be adopted without the concurrence of three-fourths of 
the States is a recognition of the rights of the States to be 
heard either in advocacy of or protest against the adoption of 
constitutional amendments. If the States do not want to adopt 
this amendment, they have the power to reject it. If they desire 
to adopt it as a part ~f the fundamental law of the Ia~d, ~Y 
have a right to its adoption. If 36 of the 48 States of this Uruon 
are willing or desire to yield to the National Government ~ 
portion of their authority with respect to the regula.ti~n of the 
liquor business, I am willing to go down the road w1th them 
and live under that government and abide by the will of the 
sovereign States. If the States desire to give up a portion of 
their authority upon this question, they have both the power and 
the right to do it. If they do not desire to yield even a portion 
of that authority to the National Government, they have both 
the power and the right to prevent it. [Applause.] 

But this amendment does not deprive the State of its local 
authority to prevent the manufacture or sale of liquors or to 
enforce its prohibitory laws ·upon that subject. The adoption of 
this amendment, if the people want to adopt it, no more de
prives the States of the right of local self-government than does 
the enactment of a national bankruptcy law, and not nearly so 
much as does the issue by the Government of what is known as 
a Government license to sell liquor in local-option territory 
where the people have said they do not want it sold. [Ap
plause.] If you are so deeply in earnest about the preservation 
of the rights of the States, why are you not willing to help pass . 
a bill which I have introduced in this House compelling the 
United States Government to respect the local-option ·laws of 
the different States by refusing to issue Gover:nment license to 
sell liquors, thereby encouraging the violation of State laws? 
[Applause.] . 

Mr. Speaker, I am not afraid to submit this question to the 
people of the United States, through their legislatures or by 
conYentions or through the arbitrament of the ballot box, if 
that were possible. Many millions of the people of this country 
in all the States have petitioned Congress to submit this ques
tion to the people and let them determine whether th€y want to 
amend their Constitution so as to prohibit the manufacture or 
sale of intoxicating liquors. This is their Government. It is 
their Constitution. As one of tlleir Representatives, I shall 
ca.st my vote for this resolution giving them the right to pass 
upon the questions ii}vol ved in the proposed amendment. [.Ap
plause.] 

1\Iy friend from Alabama [1\fr. HEFLIN] and others have said 
that they are afraid to submit this question to the people, not 

because they are adopting it when they vote to submit it but 
that although all the States might adopt it by a unanimous 
vote they are still against it because they are afraid of the 
Natwnal Government. What is this National Government of 
which they are afraid? It is that Government we have all been 
taught to love. It is that Government which was founded by 
the suffering and the sacrifice of our forefathers, which has 
grown from three millions to a hundred million souls. It is that 
Government which we are all proud to call " the land of the 
free, the home of the brave," and it can be no worse than the 
aggregate of all the parts of which it is composed. I am glad, 
l\Ir. Speaker, that I do not look upon this great Nation as a 
monster, as a tyrant, or a despot. If I did, I would not feel like 
swearing allegiance to that beautiful flag that floats in every 
breeze. I might 'not look upon it, as I now do, as being the 
greatest, the best, the most benign, just, and righteous Nation 
in all the earth. [Applause.] 

My friend from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN] says he is against 
the submission of this amendment because, if it were adopted, 
he is afraid of the Federal officer who might eek to enforce
the law in Alabama. We have Federal officers now all over the 
country enforcing every law upon the statute books of the 
Nation. Who is afraid of them? Nobody except the criminal 
or the violator of the law, and I regret that my good friend 
has been indiscreet enough to admit upon this floor that he is 
afraid of a Federal officer. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr; BURNETT. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 
Mr. BURNETT. I will a-sk my colleague if the State-rights 

fel1ows did not vote just yesterday for the Government control 
of warehouse all over the country? 

Mr. BARKLEY. They did vote ye terday for Government 
control of warehouses all over the country without even rais
ing the qu€stion of State rights. Not only that. but not long 
ago we appropriated out of the National '.rreasury half a mil
lion dollars to exterminate hog cholera in the various States. 
Nobody then claimed that we were infringing upon the rights 
of the States by taking from them the right to regulate and 
control hog cholera. Do you think more of your bogs than 
you do of your children? r voted for the appropriation to check 
hog cholera, because I believed it was a proper function of the 
Government to u e its efforts and its accumulated scientific 
knowledge to check the ravages of a disease among the food
producing animals of the Nation. But I would have a con
tempt for myself if I would vote to help preserve their hogs 
and then deny them the right to pass upon the adoption of a 
constitutional amendment which may in the long years to come 
be instrumental in preserving the lives, the character, and the 
happiness of their children and their homes. [Applause.] 

The gentleman from Alabama [1\Ir. HEFLIN], who is so afraid 
of Federal ·officers, made a speech and voted in this House not 
long ago for the abolition of all the cotton exchanges in the 
United States. The doctrine of State rights did not bother him 
then. But, 1\Ir. Speaker, as I stated, the question of State 
rights is not involved in this resolution. The question of the 
regulation and control of the traffic in intoxicating liquors is 
one which is nation wide. It is one upon which millions of 
people in this Nation are asking the privilege of passing, and I 
shall without hesitation vote to submit this national prohibition 
amendment to the 48 States in this Union, and will abide the 
result of their verdict upon it. [Applause.] 

Mr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Idaho [l\Ir. SMITH]. 

The SPEAKER The gentleman from Idaho [1\fr. SMITH] is 
recognized. 

Mr. SMITH ot Idaho. Mr. Speaker, I am heartily in favor 
of the pending resolution, because I belie•e the people in the 
various States are entitled to an opportunity to express them
selves on the liquor question or any other question which so 
vitally affects their happiness and prosperity. 

I am also in favor of the resolution because I believe its 
enactment will give such an impetus to the temperance cnuso 
as will result in the amendment of our Federal Con titution, 
so as to give the Government complete control of the traffie in 
intoxicating liquors, and thus insure the enforcement of any 
laws which Congress may enact under the authority extended 
by the proposed amendment. 

In all the arguments which have been advaneed here to-day 
no defense has been made of the traffic in intoxicating liquors. 

Its evils and baneful influences are admitted. The advocates 
of the resolution contend that complete elimination is the only 
cure, while the opponents of the measure believe that high 
license and regulation is the remedy. 

It seems incredible that it should be necessary for a portion 
of the people of this Christjan Nation to ~and themselves 
together against an insidious foe to the matena1 advancemnnt 
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and prosperity of all. But like the pioneers of our country 
who built stockades to protect themselves against the Indians, 
the temperance people are eodeavoring to protect themselves 
against a traffic which is breaking up homes by the thousands 
and ruining the prospects of millions of young men throughout 
this broad land. 

From the time our boys reach their teens they are constantly 
exposed to temptations which, if yielded to, corrupt their 
morals, weaken their intellect, and unfit them for occupying 
those spheres of usefulness in life for which they are so well 
equipped by education and natural accomplishments. 

We are all struggling to establish and maintain our homes, 
to educate our children, and prepare them for the responsibili
ties which they are to encounter as they grow into manhood 
and womanhood. We ha-.e our churches presided over by loyal, 
devoted ministers who are constantly endeavoring to upbuild the 
character of the people and inculcate in them that reverence 
for religious principles which is necessary to a happy .and suc
cessful life; Sunday schools to which we send our children; 
and faithful teachers who are giving their time and strength to 
guide their feet in the right way. We are doing our utmost to 
properly clothe and feed our children, to make them comfort
able, to encourage them in their effort to get an education, and 
above all to give them that strength of character which will 
enable them to resist tlle temptations and diversions which are 
so disastrous to the young. 

Walk down the streets of many of our towns and cities where 
.the selling of liquor is licensed and you see on every hand tlle 
open door of the saloon, the grog shop, and the dive, with bril
liant lights and decorated walls. The rooms are warm and 
comfortable in winter and delightfully cool in summer-made 
as attractive as possible with a view of enticing the young men 
and women-for what? That the proprietors may reap a mone
tary reward, regardless of the fact that they must know that 
they are conh·ibuting to the destruction of the character, self
respect, and reputation of their customers. 

The liquor dealers advise moral suasion and education with 
reference to the evil of intemperance; but what are they doing 
toward cooperating with the temperance people in influencing 
the drunkard to reform? Do they issue pamphlets, deliver lee· 
tures, or in any other way attempt to influence the tippler to 
be more temperate? Is it not their business to extend their 
trade by increasing the number of their customers? 

It is most surprising that a great many persons engaged in 
the liquor traffic are apparently good, kind-hearted men, and 
yet, because of the profit in tlle business, shut their eyes to the 
injury done to the individual and society by the sale and use of 
intoxicating liquors. These men are banded together with a 
view of self-protection against the penalty of the laws which 
are enacted for the control of the liquor business. They em
ploy the best legal talent available with a view of preventing 
the enactment of laws which will in any way restrict the sale 
of intoxicating liquor or interfere with their business. They 
strive to have sent to the legislati-.e bodies men whom they 
know will prevent the passage of any laws which are intended 
to restrict the sale of liquor. They appear before committees of 
legislatures and Congress, through their trained attorneys, and 
endea-.or to pro-.e that their business is honorable and justifi
able, and that there is no occasion for legislation restricting it. 

Of late years the necessity of the conservation of our na
tional resources has been occupying the attention of our legis
lators, State and National. Laws have been enacted to protect 
our forests and water supply. .Millions of dollars have been 
spent in controlling cholera and other contagious diseases 
among our domestic animals, and to eliminate the boll weevil 
from the southern cotton fields and the various blights from 
our fruit orchards. What greater national resource has our 
country than our boys and girls, and why should not the Gov
ernment protect them from the bHght caused by the use of 
intoxicating liquors? If the Federal Government can protect 
the people against the use of opium, why should it not protect 
them against other poisons. 

Many of the young men of the country are realizing that 
those who drink are greatly handicapped in the battle for 

- employment or advancement of salary. Where can a clerk get 
a position if he drinks? Who will employ a lawyer if he is 
known as a drinking man? Who will trust the health of himself 
or family to a physician who is known to frequent the saloons? 

It bas been my privilege to train nearly a score of young men 
as clerks, and e>ery one of them who drank has failed to pro
gress, while the others ha>e been gradually promoted and now 
occupy positions of trust and re ponsibility. Those who have 
failed were brilliant and naturally capable, but drink soon 
showed its effect; they would come to work late, were drowsy 
and indifferent; their interest · in their work lagged, and they 

were watching the clock and impatiently waiting for the end of 
the day's toil; they were disincHned to show initiative or to 
improve themselves by study and close application; they ceased 
to be interested in their duties and took no pride in excelling 
their associates, and as . a result they lost their positions and 
were compelled to take a lower grade of work at ·a lower salary. 
I could give you many instances of such failures, but I will not 
take the time to do so. 

Many of the great railroad companies, manufacturers, and 
other employers of labor employ only men who are abstainers. 
Sixty-five of the fraternal insurance companies will not admit 
as members those who are known to frequent the saloons.· 

If there is a young man within these walls who is inclined 
to think that he can tipple with safety, I implore him to cease, 
for he is fastening upon himself a habit that Will surely drag 
him down to failure and despair. Learn from the exl)erience 
of others, and not attempt to prove that you can drink when 
you please and stop when you please. It can not be done, and 
you can not safely undertake it. 

In calling the roll of our boyhood friends we observe that 
many of them have failed to succeed in life. They had good 
educations and splendid opportunities, but because of being ad
dicted to the drinking of liquor they have been so handicapped 
in the contest that they ha-.e fallen by the wayside, and a large 
majority of them have already passed over the great divide as 
the result of this habit. 

More progress has been made during the last 50 years in cur
tailing the liquor traffic than during the entire history of ciY
ilization prior to that time. During the dark days of the Civil 
War the women of this country North and South were left in 
charge of the families of the brave men and boys at the front. 
.After they had welcomed home the survi-.ors of that terrible 
conflict they attacked the great dragon of intemperance, which 
had ruined so many of their sons, fathers, and brothers, and 
about 40 years ago a number of women gathered in Hlllsbo.ro, 
Ohio, and laid out a plan of campaign against the liquor traffic. 
These Christian women with prayer and entreaty began to 
plead with · the saloon keepers to give up the business. Great 
mass meetings were held, which were addressed by reformed 
drunkards. I remember as a boy attending these meetings in 
Cambridge, Ohio, and seeing the women daily kneeling in the 
streets praying that Almighty God might touch the hearts of 
the saloon keepers and spare their boys from acquiring the 
habit of drink. Many of them, I am pleased to say, di{l quit 
the business. They have kept up the fight, and it seems that 
victory is in sight. By education, organization, and systematic 
effort they succeeded in convincing the business men, tbe pro
fessional men, and the fa·rmers of the country that it was their 
duty to themsel-.es and their families to help annihilate the 
liquor traffic, and under the leadership of some of the brainiest 
men and women of this country an organization has lJeen ef
fected which has resulted in 14 States going into the prohibition 
column, and more will pass prohibitory laws when the legisla
tures meet next month. 

In my own State of Idaho we ha-.e local option, and there 
are no saloons in three-fourths of the counties. The three 
principal political parties at recent conventions adopted plat
forms committing the party to prohibition, and I predict that 
within one year there will not be a saloon in the State. 

The liquor dealers admit that their business is of such a 
nature that laws are necessary for its control. They realize 
that much of the argument against it is true, and some of them 
arc urging certain reforms, evidently with the hope that the 
onward march of sentiment in fa-.or of the abolishment of the 
liquor traffic may be halted. 

l\Iany of our most acti>e temperance men throughout the 
country were only a few years ago indifferent to the cause of 
temperance, but after they had observed the great injury result-

·ing from the traffic and considered the increase in our criminal 
population, and the increase in po-.erty and unemployment be
cause of the drink habit, they had their eyes opened to the 
necessity of eradicating the saloons. In dry counties and States 
the number of inmates in the jails has greatly decreased and 
there is less poverty and distress among the working classes. 
With the eradication of the saloons the brewery buildings are 
being turned into flour mills and factories, and the rooms for
merly occupied by the saloons are being used for other lines of 
business. The young men, instead of being tipplers and loafers, 
are turning their attention to business, the professions and 
trades, and making hoines for their families. How anyone can 
stand for the saloon in the light of the crime, poverty, and 
broken hearts it is daily causing is a mystery to me. 

TEMPEBA.NCE SE~TUIENT IS INCREASING. 

In the early days of our Republic it was no uncommon thing 
for our statesmen, business men, and even ministers of the 
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gospel to partake of intoxicating beverages. To-day it would be 
a disgrace for any official or professional man to be seen under 
the influence of liquor, and if a minister of the gqspel should 
drink intoxicating beverages he would be expelled from the 
church in disgrace. 

I recently talked with men in my State who have always op
posed local option, who said they are heartily in favor of State
wide and Nation-wide prohibition because they believe if the 
liquor traffic could be completely driven out all the people would 
be more prosperous and happy; thousands of young men who 
are now addicted to the drink habit would become sober and 
industrious citizens and be real factors in their community in 
the upbuilding of the country, and that the money now being 
spent for intoxicating liquor would go into channels which 
would make 101• the prosperity of all the people. 

A dozen years ago there was a saloon in either end of the 
Capitol. It was just as easy to get a drink of liquor there as at 
any saloon. Senators and Representatives were often under the 
influence of liquor while engaged in the discharge of their im
portant official duties. Just think of men, who were sent here 
to represent the interests of the millions of people of this great 
country, deliberately incapacitating themselves for the trans
action of business because of liquor drinking. But, thanks to 
the good men and women of this country who have been fight
ing the liquor traffic, public sentiment drove the saloons out. 
You ne>er see a drunken 1\Iember of either House in the Capi
tol, and if there should be such he would be so discredited 
by his colleagues and his constituents that he could not be re
elected. 

Twenty years ago there were 1,100 barrooms in the District 
of Columbia, and now there are only 300 because of restrictive 
legislation. 

I sincerely hope this resolution to amend the Constitution to 
prohibit the ale or manufacture for sale of intoxicating liquors 
will pass and be speedily ratified by three-fourths of the State 
legislatures. We are making wonderful progress, and if we con
tinue the fight we will surely win, and then the youth of this 
country will be freed from the awful temptations which are now 
carrying so many of them to ruin. No more saloons mean less 
jails and penitentiaries, fewer hospitals and insane asylums, 
more happy homes and successful young men and women, and a 
more contented and prosperous people. 

In Lincoln Park in this city there stands a bronze statue of 
the great emancipator, Abraham Lincoln. In one hand he holds 
the emancipation proclamation, while the other is stretched out 
n if in protection over the black man who crouches at his feet. 
This poor creature is bound hand and foot by heavy chains, 
typical of the condition of slavery which his race endured for 
centuries. Upon his back are the marks of the cruel lash. In 
gazing upon that statue, are you not reminded of the slaves of 
strong drink, who are bound by cha.ins more galling and hateful 
than those which bound the African slave, and wnose wives 
and children are appealing to the sober people of this land to 
sentl them relief by banishing fore>er from this country the 
liquor traffic? 

1\Ir. EDMONDS. .Mr. Speaker, I am opposed at this time to 
voting for House joint resolution No. 168, providing for an 
amendment to the Constitution to prohibit the beverage-liquor 
traffic, because I believe that the liquor question is one for the 
States to solve. This matter, so far as the States are concerned, 
is still in an experimental stage, and until it has been con
clusively proven that it is impossible for the States to eradicate 
the evil caused by the excessive use of alcoholic beverages, it 
would be unwise to pass a constitutional amendment which 
would be so difficult to repeal in the event that it is found that 
'the State laws can better regulate the liquor question than any 
law that might be passed by our National Government. 

Mr. SAUNDERS. .Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Mi so uri [l\Ir. BoRLAND] five minutes. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [1\Ir. BoB
LAND] is recognized for five minutes. 

.Mr. BORJ...AND. Mr. Speaker, some clever writer has said 
that the average tory mind has just four mental attitudes 
toward all public questions. Whenever anything new is pro
posed, especially if it be in the interest of the people, the tory 
mind at once adopts toward it its fir~ mental attitude. It says, 
"1'\_..hy, this thing never was done before. Therefore it is 
wrong, immoral, and unconstitutional. Our fathers never did 
anything like this, and that is sure _proof that it is wrong." 
Then, after the people have begun to think the thing over a 
little and have come to the conclusion that it is not quite so 
wrong after all, the tory mind adopts toward it its second 
mental attitude, and it says, "Why, this thing may be all right 
ns a theory, but it is not practical. It will not work. This is a 

practical world, and you can not make this thing work." And 
then, after the people have thought it over a while longer and 
concluded that not only is it right, but that it probably will 
work, the tory mind adopts toward it its third mental attitude, 
nnd it says, "Why, this thing may be all rlght as a theory, and 
it may be practical some time, but not now. This is the wrong 
time to try it. It will unsettle business conditions if you try 
it now. It is not an issue in this campaign anyway. This is 
the wrong time to bring it up." And then, after the people ha>e 
thoroughly made up their minds that it is right and that it is 
practical, and that they want it, the tory mind adopts its fourth 
and final mental attitude, and says, "Why, we were for this 
thing from the very beginning." [Laughter and applause.] I 
have seen on this floor gentlemen in all four of those mental 
attitudes this afternoon. 

I am going to vote to submit this great que tion to the arbitra
ment of public opinion in the United States, and I refu e to 
place my judgment above the judgment of my fellow-citizens in 
this country. 

I refuse to take the position that a man on this floor may not 
submit a constitutional amendment, demanded by a re pectable 
number of American citizens, for fear, forsooth, that 36 States 
in the Union will do an unconscionable wrong. I can not take 
that position. I am surprised that our friends who frankly 
represent the liquor interests, and who are opposed on princlple 
to prohibition, should themselves be unwilling to submit the 
question to the issue of the popular vote. Any man who votes 
against submitting this proposition votes that he is not willing 
to trust the manner provided by the Constitution for its own 
amendment. He is not willing to trust the legislatures of 3G 
States in the Union. They say that 36 States may control the 
judgment of 12 States. Aye,_ they can; and the Constitution 
was formed upon that very basis. That is the very bond of our 
Union, that when three-fourths of the States conclude that 
something is inimicable to the national life they have a right 
to banish it from our borders. Twelve States have no right 
to control 36; but every State admitted under the flag, every 
star planted in that field of blue, was planted under the ex
pressed agreement that it had an equal right with all the other 
States to vote upon constitutional amendments. 

Therefore I say this question must be submitted. I can not 
understand the attitude of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD], who says that there is a demand of the American 
people that this question be voted on on the floor of this House, 
but that there is no demand that it be voted on at home in 
the several States of the Union. He may be able to reconcile 
those two statements, but I am not. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
l\1r. SAUl\"'DERS. I yield fi>e minutes to the gentleman 

from Washington [1\fr. BRYAN]. 
Mr. BRYAN. 1\lr. Speaker, up to this very moment I did 

not know that I was to be recognized. I had agreed to gi>e 
up the time, and I thought I was not to speak; but I am 
glad enough to occupy a few minutes on this subject. 

In the first place, the city of Seattle, in which I reside, went 
15,000 wet in the last election, and the city of Bremerton. in 
which I resided before I moved over to the city of Seattle, the 
principal city in the district in which I now reside, went wet 
by a substantial majority. So that the district in whlch I now 
reside, about 90 per cent of it, is about 15,000 wet. But I was 
elected from the State of Washington at large, and the State 
of Washington at large went about 19,000 dry. So that if I 
were to depend upon the verdict of the people who elected me 
to Congress, I should vote dry. If I were to depend upon the 
verdict -of the people in the district in which I now re ide, 
under the new apportionment, I should vote " wet." But I 
think there is a greater obligation than that resting upon me. 
I believe that the subject at issue is so important that any 
vote of the people of my district, or of my State for that mat
ter, gi>en subsequent to my election, should not in any man
ner be controlling of my vote. I would not >ote with the saloon 
interest, I would not vote the way the saloons and the liquor 
dives of this country wanted me to vote on this thing, under 
any consideration on earth. [Applause.] There are only 
two sides to the question, according to my idea. They ar·e 
the wet and the dry. There are tho e here who by their >ote · 
are going to serve the liquor interests, and are going to help 
the dives and brothels, and the dirty, low places where liquor 
is sold in this country, and there are others who are going to 
oppose it. There is no use pretending that you are dry, but arc 
going to vote wet. 

I have some respect for the men who stand up here and say 
that they believe, under all the circumstances and conditions 
that exist, it is best to -rote wet, and that they therefore aro 
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for the liquor traffic continuing; but I can not bring myself to 
a position where I can. respect the views of those who say that 
they are dry, but nevertheless are going to vote wet. So I say 
that in this instance I nm glad enough to give my vote and my 
YOice against the saloon and against the liquor traffic. My posi
tion is in the ltE<JOBD here on the subject of the Philippine bill, t() 
which I submitted an amendment to effect prohibition in the 
Philippine Islands. I am glad enough to say that in the State 
of wa·shington, where we had a lick at it the other day, we 
wiped out the liquor business, and I believe that the people of 
the State of Washington favor national prohibition. I believe 
that the people of this country favor national prohibition, 
and I do not believe it is right or proper, or that it is Amer
ican, to advance the idea that one-fourth of these States in 
this Un:io·n should be permitted to maintain their brothels and 
to invade the dry territory in opposition to the will of three
fourths. 

There is one gentleman who' made a speech here to-day for the 
wets who, I think, is the most consistent of all who haYe spoken, 
and that is the · gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MoonE], 
who stood here and defended the saloon as an institution-not 
liquor drinking, but defended the saloon as an institution-and 
right along with it he defended open prostitution as an institu
tion. He believed that the house of ill-fame was right as an in
stitution. He did not defend the practices, but he belie-red in 
maintaining the segregated district. He beUeved in maintaining 
se<Yregated dish·icts in this country for houses of prostitution, 
and the two go together. [Laughter.] You may laugh or you 
may make fun, but the two go to-gether-the saloon and the 
house of prostitution-and I do not see why any man should 
stand up here and defend the saloon unless he also does as the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 1\IoonE] did-defend the 
·houses of prostitution and oppose the Kenyon bill, and oppose 
any bill that tends, in our cities and municipalities, to put the 
brothels of any kind out of business. He is consistent, and I 
glory in his consistency. 

The SPEAKER. · The gentleman's time has expired. 
Mr. BllYAN. Ha\e I any time to yield back? 
The SPEAKER. No ; the gentleman has consumed his five 

minutes. 
1\fr. SAUNDERS. I did not intend to surprise the gentleman 

,from Washington [Mr. BRYAN] by yielding time to him; but the 
memorandum that I had from the gentleman from Alabama had 
the gentleman down for five minutes. I 'now yield five minutes 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mt. RussELL]. · 

1\lr. RUSSELL. .1\lr. Speaker, it is not my purpose nor my 
desire to discuss themerits of this resolution~ but to give very 
briefly the reasons for my vote. I have never been extreme in 
my views upon this question, and while I ·have always believed 
that the excessive use of intoxicating liquors is one of the great
est evils of our country, I have believed that under local-option 
laws enacted by the several Sta.tes communities could better 
regulate their sale and with more hope of a proper enforcement 
of the law when adopted than could be done under State or 
national prohibitory laws that might be in conflict with the sen
timent of such communities. 

I have in my home county voted for local option, where I 
believed it could be and where it has been succ~stully enforced; 
but four years ago I voted against State-wide prohibition, be
lieving that, if adopted, it could not or would not be enforced in 
certain cities and communities of the State where the majority 
of the people were against it. 

I have grave doubt about the wisdom of the consideration of 
this resolution by Congress, as the most ardent friends of the 
measure frankly admit that it is marked for certain defeat. I 
have grave doubts about the wisdom of its adoption even from 
the standpoint of the temperance people, as it would have no 
effect till ratified by three-fourths of the States, which probably 
can not be had now, nor for years to come. 

I have no patience with some of our leaders who have told us 
to-day that this -resolution should be considered by the House; 
that it is a greatnational question that the people demand us 
to consider and to settle, but that we should defeat it. They 
misconstrue the demand of the people. The demand is not that 
we shall consider it, but to pass it and submit it to the States 
for their consideration. 

I have no patience wit11 these guardians of the old Democratic 
doctrine of State rights, who stand here to-day and by their 
,-otes refuse· to give the States an opportunity to pass upon this 
question. 

This resolution is before us, and as I am called upon to vote 
upon it I will vote as I believe a majority of my constituents 
desire me to vote. I have received many thousands of requests 

by petitions, lette. rs, and telegrams frorn representative citiZens 
4 asking me to vote for it. True, many good friends-good meQ-
1 and good citizens-have asked me to vote against it; but Jl . 

believe a large majority of my constituents desire the reso-lution ·J 
passed, so as to submit the question to the States for ratification, 
and acting upon my best information of their wishes, I shan ! 
vote for it in obedience to their requests. {Applause.] 1 

The question was taken, and there w~rc-yeas 197., na.ys 1S9.t 1 

answered "present " 1, not voting 41. - I 

LEGATION BUILDING AT HABANA, CUBA. l 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read and, I 
with accompanying documents, referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and ordered printed: 
'I'o the Senate and House of Representatives: 

I transmit herewith a letter from the Secretary of State, adw ' 
dressed to the Secretary of the Treasury, requesting that the 
Secretary of the Treasury transmit to the House of Representa
tives an item for the acquisition of legation premises at Habana, 
Cuba, amounting to $100,000. 

This request has my hearty approval, and I yenture to ur.ge 
this appropriation upon the Congress with great earnestness. 
I think that the whole country now sees how desirable it is that 
we should be upon the same footing of advantage in foreign 
capitals that other Governments are. This purchase is recom
mended in the spirit of the recent policy sanctioned by Congress 
in these matters, and I sincerely hope that we may not miss 
this unusual opportunity in the city of Habana. · 

THE WHITE HOUSE, DeoemlJer 22, 191~ 
PROHIBITION. 

WooDROW WILsoN. 

1\lr. S.A U~TDERS. Mr. Speaker. I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. SELDOMRIDGE]. 

Mr. SELDOMRIDGE. Ur. Speaker, the last session of the 
Sixty-third Congress is rapidly drawing to a close. This has 
been a Congress of great moment to the American people, but 
no vote that has been taken during this sessi-on is more preg
nant with interest and is more fraught with concern to every 
American home than the vote that will be taken in this body 
to-night. 

We ha"'Ve listened with patience llild consideration to the 
arguments which have been presented on both sides of this 
question, and we are now to decide if we shall give to the 
American people the simple right that is vouchsafed to them by 
their Constitution to express themselves 'On the great question 
of national prohibition of the liquor traffic. 

I nm not disposed to take responsibility as u le-gislator to say 
to the people of my country that they are not entitled and quali
fied to render a veriiict at the ballot box upon a question of 
such momentous importance. - ' 

I represent a State that has recently passed upon the ques
tion of State-wide prohibition, and by an o-verwhelming vote 
Colorado has joined the number of States which have banished 
the open and licensed sale of liquor from their borders. We 
realize that the suppression of the liquor traffic is an advance 
along lines of social uplift and economical advantage, and we 
believe that these advantages should be enjoyed by the Nation 
and not b~ limited by State lines. The arguments that have 
been presented here a.galn.st the adoption of this resolution were 
advanced against the amendments relating to the income tax 
and the election of United States Senators by the peopl~. 
Every reform that has ever been advocated in the interests of 
the people has been fought by those who were satisfied with pres
ent conditions and who saw no evils to redress. They keep 
their faces to the past and can not read the signs of the times 
aright. This great issue will not down. This House may defeat 
it to-night. Congress may refuse to submit it to a vote of the 
people, but It will come back to this Chamber during the next 
two years with more insistency and backed by ·a stronger popu
lar appeal than it has come to-day. Those Members who refuse 
to give the people the right to vote upon this question may 1~ 
assured of the fact that they will have to answer for their yotes 
before a. tribunal which will be most eager to justify its right 
to pass upon this question. 

My friends, w-e are coming to higher ground in this countey 
when as legislators and citizens we are debating and considering 
questions that touch the welfare and social condition of the · 
American people. All other matters of domestic import-ance, th-e 
tariff question, and all the manifold questions that relate to the 
lesser life of the people, are subol'dinate to this question, which 
not only affects the economic, inteHectual, and social life of this 
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generati9n, but which relates itself to the life and character of_ 
generations yet unborn. 
· This question has now entered the arena of discussion along 
economic lines. It has ceased to be solely a moral or altruistic 
question; and whenever you bring a question to the front in 
thl~ country that touches the American pocketbook, that in
creases the efficiency of labor, and adds to the strength and 
po~er of _production, you have raised an issue which will not 
down, but will widen its scope until it affects every State and 
municipality in this country. [Applause.] 

Much has been said in this debate which has not been germane 
to the question at issue. Much time has been given to discussing 
the ineffectiveness and nonenforcement of prohibitory laws, 
and the charge has been made that the sacred right of local 
self-government is being assailed by this legislation. Some 
Members affirm that this measure is not· in the line of true 
temperance, and predict that its adoption will lead to a greater 
use of intoxicants through the violation and disregard of 
prohibition laws. These and other related matters should be 
left to the sober and intelligent judgment of the electorate. 
Thousands of our citizens representing every State in the 
Union have appealed to Congress to submit this amendment. 
This is the only question at issue. Shall we deny to the 
people an opportunity to pass upon this question in the 
constitutional manner provided by the framers of our organic 
law? 

The evils of the liquor traffic have been generally admitted, 
and its control and regulation by law has been recognized as 
necessary to the safety and good order of society. The plea 
is made that we are taking away from the States some right 
of self-government, and yet Congress has been legislating for 
many years past on many questions affecting individual and 
property rights which were formerly regarded as purely within 
State control, but which Congress has now placed under Fed
eral jurisdiction. Our national growth has been so rapid, 
means of transportation have -become so widely and ea~ily 
available, the social and commercial interests of individuals, 
communities, and States have become so intimate that the 
need for general legislation on all questions arising from these 
conditions can not be disputed. If the Civil War had never 
been fought, and if slavery had been abolished through peace
ful agencies, the development of the Nation's powers and the 
needs of our people would have required a substantial modifica-. 
tion of the old State rights theory so strongly held by the 
fathers of the Republic. The advocates ~f this doctrine have 
yielded their views so many times, when local interests were 
to be helped by Federal aid, that they can not justify their 
opposition to this measure on any such theory. 

We have all the facts we need to guide our judgment in 
om· attitude toward the liquor traffic. We know it to be a 
social, an economic, and a political evil. Its suppression will 
conti·ibute to a better manhood and womanhood. It will lift 
the cur~ of · inherited tendency and disease from childhood ; 
young manhood will be free from its tempting allurements; 
vices which flourish in the physical and mental atmosphere 
which it creates will find no fruitful human soU in which to 
be propagated; life will become more sacred; the standard of 
living will be raised, and there will be an increased demand 
for the products of the farm and factory; ignorance will be 
banished through the efforts of State and Nation when relieved 
of the burdens imposed by the liquor traffic; the school and col
lege will have a much larger place in the thought and purpose 
of the people. We are pleading to-day for the protection and 
security of the American home. There are forces at work to 
break down its influence. We can not build up our Nation if 
we allow the character and usefulness of the home to be weak
ened and destroyed. We are opposing one of its greatest 
enemies when we seek the suppression of the liquor traffic. It 
contributes no benefit either to the individual or to society; if 
it could only limit its victims to those who. directly sm;rendered 
themselves to its control, the cost to society and the Nation 
might not be so great; but when we see our childhood and 
womanhood attacked and the State and Nation even becoming 
accessories to the assault, does not every instinct of humanity 
and patriotism demand that the Nation, instead of permitting 
the downfall and destruction of our homes, should become their 
defender and upbullder? The adoption of this amendment will 
place a safeguard around every American fireside. It will 
brighten the lives of- thousands of devoted wives and mothers 

, and give to all our children a free opportunity for the fullest 
exercise of mental and physical powers. 

There is a rising tide of prohibition sentiment throughout the 
enUre Nation. We are giving ourselves with increasing inter
est to the solution of problems affecting_ nation::tl production 
and the elimination of waste in the development of our natural 

resources. We have expended large sums in making investi
gations and experiments along these lines, and much valuable 
information has been secured and wise and salutary legisla
tion has been enacted. We are now proceeding to think and 
plan legislatively for the conservation of the citizen. We can 
not put into operation agencies of a constructive character with
out recognizing the·neces ity _of destroying those that make for 
individual weakness and waste. The movement against the 
organized liquor traffic, which began as a religious and moral 

-propaganda, has now gathered to itself a mighty-company of 
those who -realize that it blocks the way to national nnd social 
betterment. The strain of competition for domestic and foreign 
markets which rests upon our industrial system has produced 
an intensive study of conditions affecting the output of labor. 
The employer must not only concern himself in providing his 
workmen with the most efficient tools and machinery and in 
giving them a healthful and suitable working environment, but 
he must be concerned about the Hves these men live when they 
are outside his factory and have some knowledge of conditions 
affecting their social and family life. The employer, whether 
individual or corporate, who gives no thought to these matters 
is neglectful of his economic interests. Society is demanding 
that the exploitation of labor under unhealthful and needless 
dangerous conditions shall cease and that the laborer shall be 
decently housed and fed. In the face of these salutary require
ments is there any reason why the State or the Nation should 
allow a traffic to · exist that operates directly against the wel
fare of the individual and makes for economic loss and waste? 
The laborer who gives his support to the Uquor interests is 
doing himself the greatest possible injury. It weakens his 
efficiency and lays upon himself a burden of production he 
should not bear. The toll of charges laid upon the Nation by 
the liquor traffic in the suppression of crime, the care of the 
insane, the relief of pauperism must ultimately be borne by the 
producers of the country. Those who work in the factory and 
on the farm must largely carry the load of taxation that is 
necessary to support the Government and aJl of its local subdi
visions. If we can abolish the liquor traffic we will lighten 
this burden and contribute much to the welfare of every pro
ducer and laborer. The day of national deliverance from the 
power and influence of th~ saloon is rapidly approaching. 
Every contest waged in the cause of temperance is contributing 
to that end. Those of us who are supporting this amendment 
will never regret the, opportunity which is here given us to 
enroll ourselves on the sid~ of the Nation, the family, and the 
citizen. We are voting to dissolve the partnership which has 
existed for so many years between the Nation and th'e liquor 
business. This dissolution must be absolute and perpetual.· 
Let us give the voter an opportunity to express himself on the 
question of national 'prohibition. 

In conclusion, I desire to append an excerpt from a speech 
delivered by the great orator and state~man of the South, Henry 
W. Grady, during a campaign that was waged in Atlanta for 
the readmission of the saloon. Mr. Grady never rose to a 
greater height of eloquence nor rendered a more telling service 
in behalf of his fellow men than when he uttered this terrific 
and unimpeachable indictment of the liquor traffic: 

My friends, hesitate before you vote liquor back into Atlanta now 
that it _is .shut out. Don't trust it. It is powerful, aggressive, and uni
versal m Its attacks. To-night it enters an humble home to strike the 
roses from a woman's cheek, and to-morrow it challenges this Republlc 
in the Halls of Congress. To-day it strikes a crust from the lips of a 
starving child, and to-morrow levies tribute from the Government itself. 
There is no cottage in this city humble enough to escape it; no palace 
strong enough to shut it out. It defies the law when it can not coerce 
suffra~e. It is flexible to cajole, but merciless in victory. It is the 
mortal enemy of peace and order ; the despoiler of men, the terror 
of women, the cloud that shadows the face of children, the demon that 
has dug more graves and sent more souls unshrived to judgment than 
all the_ pestilences that have wasted life since God sent the plagues to 
Egypt~.- and all the wars that have been fou~ht since Joshua stood be
yond J ericbo. Oh, my countrymen, loving uod and humanity, do not 
bring this grand old city again under the dominion of that power. It 
can profit no man by its return. It can uplift no industry, revive no 
interest, remedy no wrong. You know that it can not. It comes to 
destroy

1 
and it shall profit mainly by the ruin of your sons or mine. It 

comes tO mislead human souls and to crush human hearts under its 
rumbling wheels. It comes to bring gray-haired mothers down in shame 
and sorrow to their graves. It comes to destroy the wife's love into 
despair and her pride into shame. It comes to still the laughter on 
the lips of little children. It comes to stifie all the music of the home 
and fill it with silence and desolation. It comes to ruin your body and 
mind, to ·wreck your home, and it knows that it must measure its pros
perity by the swiftness and certainty with which 1t wrecks this work. 
Now will you vote it back? 

Mr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker. I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, the ommittee on Rules 
deemed it their duty to report a rule to the llouse for con
sideration of this pending proposition or .joint resolution pro
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States 



1914 .. "- CONGll'ESSIONAL~ RECORD-HOUSE. 57~ 

relating 'to the .prohibition .of the sale, :manufacture for sale, 
trrrnsportation fol' sale, and importation :for ·sale of intoxicating 
.liquors tor-beverage pmposes in the -United States, and so forth. 

.After presenting the rule, the majority of l.hat committee im
mediately proceeded to hammer the -very proposition authorized 
'by ·the _rule i:or the purpose of withholding consideration of 
this proposed .amendment :from the people, 'the .primary source 
and 1inal arbiter of all political authority. 

For :my pa-rt, am not willing, by my -vote, to .withhold con
sideration of this l)roposed amendment from the people of my 
district and of the 'States who are asking for an opportunity 
to be heard on this question, and 'I shall vote in favor of the sub
mission of the proposition to the people of the States, who may 
determine for themselves, through their several legislatures, · 
whether the Constitution of the United States .shall be so 
amended or not. 

What the final result may be I know not, but I beli~ve the 
.majority of the people of my district desire an opportunity to 
consider this question for themselves, and 1 believe I would not 
be doing my duty to the people of the district responsible for 
my occupying a seat in this body to s_o vote after the proposition 
·has been submitted to the House for consideration. I am not 
willing to assume the authority to help kill this resolution in 
·this House. - -I value not the suggestions made .that it violates 
the rights of the States, nor do I -regard the claim or threat 
made that the law could not_ be enforceq or would be nullified 
by deliberate violation thereof. If the Constitution should be 
so changed, there ought 1:o be enough power ill the Republic 
to enforce this law and all laws provided for in the Constitution. 
It will require three-fourths .of the legislatures of the several 
States to adopt or ratify £aid joint resolution before this can 
become an amendment to the Federal Constitution. If there is 
not sufficient public or general demand for this proposed amend
m~t. why should the opponents fear its submission? Let the 
people of the States be heard . . It is their right 

l\Ir. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, I yie1d two minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington [1\fr. FALCONER]. 

Mr. FALCONER. Mr . . Speaker, this day is a record-making 
day in this the greatest legislative body in .the world. No 
problem or question that h~s been presented to this Congress 
is commanding .the attention of the people of this country 
more than the question now before the House. There is a line 
of demarcation, sil; between the forces in conflict. On one 
side are those who favor liquor, or at least the liquor saloon, 
and on the other are the men who favor the prohibition of 
intoxicating liquor. I get as much satisfaction personally by 
voting on this proposition as on any problem or question on 
which I have had the opportunity of registering my vote since 
~ ha •e been a Member of Congress. One characteristic is 
always observed in a discussion of the liquor question. The 
opposition to this resolution to-day has used the old stock 
phraseo1ogy that is cha racteristic ·of opposition in eve:cy city 
-or State in this Union tha t has debated temperance legislation. 
lt has been suggested by the gentleman from California [.Mr. 
KAHN] that the adoption of this amendment would breed liars, 
bypocrites, and bigots, and it has been suggested by the .gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. BARTHOLDT] that the adoption -of 
this resolution would breed hypocrites and bigots. We have 
heard that stock argument so long and so often that we feel 
that the anqtemperance interests of the country have a -sub
_sidized rigllt to use these terms. Out in the State of Washing
ton, some years ago, we were involved in a conflict of this kind. 
We voted for local option, and ·the burden of the opposition's 
argument then was that this was not a local question but a 
State q-uestion. Recently the ·State of Washington had a con
test, and the men who opposed temper.anee shifted again to 
what they thought was a safe position, and said that this is 
not a State question but a National question. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the .gentleman has expireil. 
Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman two 

minutes more. 
Mr. FALCO:l\~R. And so we .eome here to-day, and the 

eminent gentlemen-men who are high in the affairs of this 
House and in the affairs of this Nation-tell us that we ought 
nQt to destro_y property-ten-·.us that prohibition does not pro
hibit. I wou1d like to see the_ color of the man's hair who says 
that l)rohibition does prohib~t absolutely. It does not prollibit 
in every particular; and when we come to a moral status 
where prohibitory legislation absolutely prohibits we will not 
need prohibitory Jaws. At the present time l)rohibitory Jaws 
do not prohibit murder or thie•ery. Gentlemen. prohibition is 
coming. This is the opening gtm; and the gentleman from .Ala
bama [1\Ir. HEFLIN] who said to-day that if you defeat this 
.resolut,ion now it will not COJ:J?-e up again for _20 years will nave 

a :rude awakening, because the temperance .'forces of this conn~ 
'try will knock continually and continuously at the doors of 
Congress and demand that which }}rings much good to the 
men, women, and children of America. Property destruction'! 
Is there a ·man on the floor of this Hous~ who opposes this reso-
lution who would vote to-day to make Alaska dry, when there 
i;s now no property to be destroyed? Alaska has '35,000 white 
people, and we have just appropriated a thousand dollars per 
capita for a Government railroad up there; and if we were to 
come and ask you to vote to make Alasku dry, what would you 
·say? Would you go behb1d the ·excuse and say you do not 
believe in the Government of the United States telling the 
citizens of Alaska what they should do, notwitb£tanding the 
fact that we have more wards and dependents in Alaska whom 
we are morally bound to 1)roteCt than there are white citizens, 
and when it is a fact that this Federal Government owns 99 
per cent of the 580,000 square miles of AlaSka Territory? 

'In every mark of the procedure in an antiliquor fight the 
forces favoring the saloon find one excuse after another, and 
to-day is no exception. 

Here in the Congress of the United States the author of this 
resolution [Mr. HoBsoN] and his supporters are Teferred to as 
wreckers of the Constitution, . and the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] suggests that the very foundation of 
this Republic is being threatened. Threatened by whom? The 
-temperance forces of the country: Is there a man in the Con
gress who seriously believes this? No man says aye. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [.Mr. LENRooT] would not vote 
for this resolution on constitutional grounds, and further as
serts that he does not belie\e in thi~ ·method of amending the 
Constitution. Would the gentleman forever bar the people from 
amending the Constitution? U not, he and they will ha•e to 
submit to this very method. 

The .gentleman from Iowa [Mr. VoLLMER] protects his action, 
voting against this resolution, by stating thfft Wasmngton was 
a brewer, Jefferson a distiller, and Lincoln a bartender. .Mr. 
Speaker, there are no limits to which a sympathizer ·with the 
modern ·saloon will not go to attain ·an end. Every man in 
America enilowed ·with an average degree of patriotism would 
hesitate to indulge in such reckless chicanery. 

The call comes to-day to every Member to face this issue on 
his own responsibility. Here is a great opportunity to do a 
good act with a correspondingly great responsibility. 

Mr. S-peaker, I recognize the opportunity, and willingly do 'I 
accept the responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, my term in the Congress ot the United States is 
limited to two years, a term extraordinary in actual service and 
the enactment of advanced legislation, and, sir, from the bottom 
of my heart I am glad of this opportunity to register in ·the 
Journal of this legislative body and in the ·permanent records 
of my country a vote favor!ng the passage of~his national pro
hibition resolution 1 which, in the final analysis, gives the peo
ple of e·ach and every State of this Union an opportunity to go 
on record in electing men to the legislatures of the several 
States who will vote to eliminate the saloon and its p-roduct 
from our governmental fabric, and eliminate intemperance from 

.the social features of American life. [Applause.] 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman's time has expired. 

. ·1\Ir. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Nort1i 
Ca-rolina [Mr. SMALL] will 'have time yielded to him later. I 
want .now to yield one minute of my time to him, to be added 
to that whicb he will be yielded later, and to reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

1\fr. 'DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, I yielil nine minutes to the .gen-. 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. SMALL]. 

The .SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
SMALL] is recognized for 10 minutes. 

1\Ir. S.MALL. Mr. Speaker, I h ave endeavored to consider 
this proposed amendment to our Federal Constitution with care 
and deliberation, and I have reluctantly reached the conclusion 
that I can not conscientiously support it. I use the word 
"reluctantly" with all sincerity. North Carolina is a dry, 
State. Several years ago by legislative authority a referendum 
was taken upon this question, and the electorate by a large ma
jority ratified a law forbidding the manufacture and sale of 
intoxicating liquors. So far as I am advised, a majority of our 
people still favor State..:wide prohibition. · I ha\e received tel~ 
.grams, letters, and petitions from citizens and organizations 
asking me to vote for this amendment. Some of these are from 
•alued .friends and estimable citizens who are strongly opposed 
to traffic in intoxicating liquors, and who sincerely wish the 
~ational Government to place a ban on the traffic. I wis_h I 
could comply with these reguests. 
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It may be quite true that an -affirmative vote would offer the North and South, regained sanity and settled down to the con

path of least TesiEtance. It would be the easie~t thing to do and · -~luslou that a mista_ke had been made. _Th~s am~ndment was 
would require less explanation. Let me say, m the first place, .mtended to benefit the negro. · Was this mtentlon fulfilled? 
that one's duty is not to be tested by the fact that one believes · -Everybody knows it was a mistake. The progress of the negro 
in prohibition or the contrary. One may be the most ardent _was retarded, and his best friends. the intelligent white men 
adYocate of prohibitory laws in the form of Jocal option or _of the South, were alienated from him. :rhe negro in the South 

.State-wide prdhibition and yet feel impelled to oppose the trans- was never so prosperous and contented as he is .to-day. 
-fer to the Federal Government of the power to regulate and The men of the South are now urged to commit a similar 
control its manufacture and sale. This is my position. mistake upon the subject of prohibition. :In the nR}lle of mor-
• Upon my responsibility as a Member of the Federal Legisla- ality and reform they are asked to amend the Constitution so 
ture I must take a broader view -of the subject. In my opinion as to impose on unwilling States stringent prohibitory. J.aws 
the right to control should remain with the several States, where .which the people of those States do not desire and which they 
it now resides. To surrender this right would constitute a dan- -insist they have a right to settle for themselves. Madam 
gerous precedent and would seriously impair our organic form Roland's oft-quoted expression is applicable here: 
of government. It would return in many ways to plague us in Oh, liberty, what crimes are committed in thy name! 
the future. Likewise, may it not be said, "Oh, morality and reform, what 

Whatever method of reasoning others may adopt, no Democrat, mistakes and attacks upon our basic form of government are 
and p-articularly no southern Democrat, can afford to vote for committed in thy name!" Will the cause of temperance and 
this amendment. My earliest lessons in the fundamentals of total abstinence-be 'promoted by this amendment? Unless his
Democracy were taught me in North Carolina, beginning about tory belies itself, unless the genius and spirit of our people have 

-1885, when I heard our veteran Senators, Vance and Ransom, ·changed, a reaction will ensue, and this great cause which has 
and other learned and patriotic men condemn the efforts of the enlisted the sympathy and cooperation_of so many goocl men and 
Federal Congress and administration to control our elections women will be checked for a generation or more. 
and re~ulate the qualifications of franchise. Our press united in Let us pause and take our bearings. Let sanity prevail. Let 
maintaining the right of the State to control not only the right us preserve our dual form ·of government in its integrity under 
of suffrage but all its local affairs. All sumptuary laws have the greatest Constitution ever struck off by the hand of mau. 
ever bel:m regarded as distinctly local. [Applause.] · 

'l'he -people of every State, one and all, should remain jealous Mr. DUPRE. 1\fr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
of any liivasion of this right. It will constitute a disastrous Ohio [1\fr. GoEKE]. 
blow at our ' form of dual government when the States cease to 1\fr. GOEKE. Mr. Speaker, the _pending resolution, known as 
safeguard their exclusive rights- to exercise and ei?-force all the the Hobson resolution, providing for an amendment to the 
police powers which they reserved when they framed the Fed- Constitution prohibiting within the United States the traffic ill 
eral Constitution. · intoxicating liquors, is of great importance not only to those ill-

Temperance and total absti.I).ence can not be created wholly by rectly or indirectly commer;cially interested in the buslness, but 
law. Th~y are attained by a process of education of the indi- also to all of the people, because its adoption means the certain 
vidual conscience and by gradual evolution. Unless a fair pro- abolition of the free State in this Republic as contemplated and 

. portion of the people in a given community or State have been definitely fixed by the framers o! the Federal Con titution. 
induced voluntarily to adopt temperate habits or to abstain from Little by little the rights of the State have been invaded. · Cen
the use of intoxicating liquors and to favor the adoption and tralization of power in the General Government has already 
enforcement of prohibitory laws, t:pen such laws will not be en- gone so far in the Nation and in several States that the time
forced, and the last stage will be worse than the first. Who honored Democratic doctrine of local self-government has been 
doubts this proposition? .Now, it is true that this process of impaired, and in many instances the people deprived of the 

·evolution in the civic mind and conscience has progressed more right of governing their own affairs in their own way, which 
in some States than others. There are a number of States where right was supposed to have been guaranteed to them by the 
a referendum on prohibition would disclose a large adverse rna- Declaration of Independence and always believed to be a 
jority. It is now seriously proposed to enable these States a permanent, fixed right in the Federal Constitution. 
majority of whose citizens favor prohibition to impose prohibi- Our Government is dual in form, consisting of the Federal or 
tion on these States whose people d•) not favor prohibition. Sup- general scheme made up and comprising within it, each on tts 
pose the plan should be successfully carried out; what would be own account, the various State governments. The framers of 
the result? Either ·the law would be a dead letter and openly the Constitution surely intended tore erve to the several States 
ignored, with a aonseqnent disregard of all law, or the Federal the absolute right of local self-government, and there is no one 
Go•ernment would send its spies and deputies to enter the homes question so typically local as the liquor question. The control 
and shops of the people and arraign its citizens before the courts. of the liquor traffic has for more than a century been regarded 
Even then the law could not be enforced, but such attempted and always treated as subject to the police powers expres ly 
enforcement would array the people of the States against the reserved by the several States. This police power is not of 
Federal Government and promote disorder and-crime. doubtful jurisdiction, but is clearly and unquestionably within 

I stated that the growth of a sentiment for prohibition was a the absolute control of the States and by every reasonable con
matter of education and gradual evolution. Let me illustrate struction of the Constitution denied to the National Govern
the above proposition by applying it to North-Carolina. In 18S1 ment. 
a referendum was had in that State upon the question of State- The only exception that has ever been made to this general 
wide prohibition, and it was defeated by a large majority-more policy occurs in the shipment of liquor in interstate commerce, 
than 50,000, as I recall. SUppose at that time, in the -face of in which event it comes under the protection of the Federal Gov
that adverse sentiment, the Federal Government had attempted ernment. It therefore clearly follows that all laws with respect 
to enforce a drastic prohibitory law. What would have fol- to the traffic of liquor wholly within the State ought not to be 
lowed? The people would have rebelled. Not only this, but the interfered with by Congress, and that any such legislation is in 
cause of temperance or total abstinence would have been seri- clear violation of the fundamental principles of the relations 
usly retarded, if not permanently checked. By a parity of rea- of the Federal Government to the State governments and a 
soning, why would not the same result follow in Ohio, Wiscon- flagrant encroachment upon the police power of the States, 
sin, Illinois, or New York, assuming that these States are not yet and is an unwarranted interference with the local affairs of 
ready to adopt State-wide prohibitory laws? I ask why? the States, materially weakening the strength and sovereignty 

The Slates of the South have contended that the fifteenth of the respective States, upon the combination of which depends 
amendment to the Federal Constitution was an egregious mis- the perpetuity of this Government. 
take and a crime against our civilization. Why? Primarily The most important feature of the Hobson amendment is the 
because this amendment invaded the right of the ~tates to con- creation of power in Congress to enforce the law. Its adoption 
trol the qualifications of suffrage and sought to invest the means that if the United States Government should forbid the 
qualifications of an elector upon an emancipated race tmfitted traffic in intoxicating liquors it would be obliged to provide the 
to exercise this priYilege. This amendment was adopted upon machinery to enforce such prohibition. This would mean an 
the crest of a wave of human and civic reform stronger even army of officers; and if there is one thing to which the people 
thnn the present propaganda for prohibition. Thousands-many are unquestionably opposed it is the creation of new offices, 
thousands-of patriotic citizens in the North and West thought necessarily appointive, and thus removed from the people, e~
they were serving Gvd and their country by advocating the abling an administration to build and maintain a gigautic 
fifteenth amendment. What was the result in the South? The political machine with which to control primaries and elections, 
reconstruction era ensued. A saturnalia of disorder and right- tl1ereby destroying the free and deliberate politicnl nction of the 
eou .indignation swept o•er the South. After a vain effo~·t to individual elector. With Federal officials authorized to search 
e-nforce literally the terms of this amendment the country, and arrest, ·the police powers of the Federal Government would 
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be enormous. The last vestige of the rights of the State would 
necessarily disappear. 

We ' know from common experience that sumptuary laws, or 
any laws affecting the personal liberties and habits of our 
people, are impossible of enforcement unless they are un
questionably supported by public sentiment in the locality in 
which it is sought to enforce the same. For convincing proof 
of the truth of this statement we need only look to the annual 
t·eport of the Commissioner of Internal Revenues for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1014, wherein Commissioner Osborn, him
self a prohibitionist, says, on the subject on page 29 of the 
report: 

Bootlegging is principally carried on in the States operating under 
local prohibition laws and appears to be one of the hardest propositions 
that revenue officers are · called uporr to· ·solve. ·· This class of violators 
of the internal-revenue laws are at no time stationary, but move from 
place to place, offering and selling their illicit wares. It is impossible, 
owing to the limited number of revenue officers in the field, to break 
up this practice entirely, and without a hearty cooperation of the 
local and State authorities it is believed that the conditions will grow 
no better. As the various States vote dry the operations of the boot-
legger grow larger. · 

It is urged on behalf of the resolution that its adoption by 
Congress would simply afford the people of tJ.le United States 
an opportunity to express themselves upon this great question. 
Let us analyze and ascertain whether this claim is true. In 
doing so no more convincing argument showing ·the fallacy of 
the assertion can be found than is set forth in a speech delivered 
March 5, 1914, on the question of woman suffrage by the able 
and distinguished junior Senator from Ohio, Hon. ATLEE PoM
ERENE, the substance of which I take the liberty of reproducing 
here. In order to have the amendment become a part of the 
Federal Constitution it would have to be ratified by three
fourths of the States of the Union. Its ratification would come 
by States and not by a direct vote of the people. It might be 
thus ratified by · three-fourths of the States and yet fall short 
of receiving the approval of a majority of the electors of the 
United States. 

If the proposition were to submit an amendment to the popu
lar vote in the -United States, which can not be done under the 
Constitution, it would not be so objectionable. But let us 
analyze and see what the real situation is. In the 12 smallest 
States of the Union-North Dakota, Rhode Island, New Hamp
shire, Montana, Utah, Vermont, New Mexico, Idaho, Arizona, 
Delaware, Wyoming, and Nevada-there are 3,943,009 people, 
according to the census of 1910. In the 12largest States-New 
York, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Ohio, Texas, Massachusetts, Mis
souri, Michigan, Indiana, Georgia, New Jersey, and California
there are 50,775,616 people, according to the census of 1910, out 
of a total population by the census of the 48 States of 91,972,266, 
so that the 12 States last referred to embrace more than one
half the population ~f the entire country. In the 12 smallest 
States, to which I have referred, there are less than 4,000,000 
people. In those 12 States with 3,943,009 people they would 
have 12 votes in determining whether or not an amendment 
should be added to the Constitution, as against 12 votes ln the 
12 largest States, which I have named, in which there are 
50,775,616 people. In the State of New York, according to the 
last Federal census, there are 9,113,614 people. In other words, 
that State has about two and one-half times as many people us 
the 12 smallest States which I have named, and yet when it 
comes to the ratification of this amendment so as to make it a 
part of the organic law of the Nation, which, in point of im
portance, overshadows every amendment that has ever been 
proposed to the Constitution, we are asked to give to less than 
4,000,000 people twelve times the voice that we are giving to 
more than 9,000,000 people in the State of New York. And yet 
the advocates of this amendment are using as their battle cry, 
"Let the people rule." Let us assume that the people of the 
State of New York were unanimous against this amendment 
with her 9,000,000 people, she would be powerless against less 
than 4,000,000 peo.ple in the other 12 States. 

The people as a whole, as I have said, have no voice in adopt
ing this proposed amendment. No direct vote is to be had upon 
the proposition. The State of Nevada, the smallest State in 
point of population in the Union, having a population at the 
last census . of_ 81,875 people, would have an equal voice with 
the great States of New York or Ohio in the determination of 
this great question. And thus it is possible that a minority 
of the people of 'tlie United · Stutes, through the process that 1 
have indicated, can force upon an unwilling majority sumptuary · 
laws that the majority of the people do not want, can not be 
made to obey, and thus throw the country into a turmoil the 
like Of Which has neYer· been witnessed before. _ . 

Tl!:e _strongest argument in favor of prohibition always has 
been and still is conceded to be a moral one. Can any moral 
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movement succeed that mtist resort to unfair methods to ac~ 
complish its purpose? Certainly if the advo~ates of prohibition 
desire its success on the high plane of morality they ought to 
be the last · ones willing to do violence to the rights of other 
people in bringing about success. Should the minority of the 
people of this country succeed in ingrafting upon the majority, 
without their consent and against their protest, this proposed 
amendment, how could it ever be enforced? ·Would the peopie 
of the great State of New York submit to the destruction of 
their personal liberty and their business investment? A great 
army of Federal officials would be helpless to enforce prohibi
tion against the people in the great cities of this country, and 
bribery, corruption, contempt for law and order would rupid1y 
take the place of decent and respectable local self-government. 

It is not difficult for the individual to distill alcohol, and if by 
law the legal manufacture thereof is prohibited, moonshining 
will run riot in this country and the home of every man who in
sists on having an alcoholic stimulant will m·anufacture sufficient 
for its own wants and in many instances for the wants of friends 
and neighbors. Armed forces would be incapable of coping 
with the situation in dealing with the suppression of the liquor 
traffic. I contend, therefore, that any fair-minded and reason
able person who fully understands the true spirit of our form of 
government will and must concede that the adoption of the pro
posed amendment would be a clear violation of the true princi
ples upon which this republican form of government rests. The 
greatest difficulty in the solution of this question is the lack of 
courage and frankness on the part of the influential men of all 
vocations. The question has been the football of politics, prac
tical and corrupt politics, for more than half a century, and 
legislators vote dry when they are dripping wet, not only in · 
opinion but in practice, instead of honestly and frankly treating 
the subject with a view to reaching a proper solution. The 
American people are not fanatics nor unreasonable, and if they 
once fully understand the real situation with regard to the 
liquor question their verdict will be fair and just. It is to be 
hoped that the consideration and vote on this resolution will 
ha-re the effect of interesting the American people in a study of 
the subject at times other than in the heat of a political cam
paign or a wet and dry contest, and when they do and the sober 
second thought sets iQ. they can and will reach but one conclu
sion, and that is that the solution of this vexing question lies in 
the strict regulation of the ·uquor traffic under a license system, 
in connection with local self-government and the right to pro
hibit by direct vote the traffic in the smallest political subdivi
sions as they exist in the respective States or some distinct part 
carved out of such subdivisions. In this plan, coupled with the 
honest and strict enforcement of reasonable regulatory laws, 
lies its true and only effective and workable solution. It is my 
judgment that the time is at hand when many great molders of 
public opinion and powerful factors in the solution of public 
questions will be forced to the front by this resolution, and when 
they are this hurricane reform movement will disappear, no 
longer to haunt the frightened and dodging officeholder and 
officeseeker. 

But aside from the political and iegal aspects of this question, 
what of its merits? The use of alcoholic liquors in the United 
States has been and is so general that it has become a fi..~ed 
part or custom of the daily life of our citizens. At all events, it 
must be admitted that at least 90 per cent of the male adults 
drink liquor in some form, and that notwithstanding such use a 
still greater per cent of such users are temperate, law-abiding, 
and good citizens, and do not differ from the mass of decent 
law-abiding citizens in their personal conduct. That there are 
evils resulting from the traffic can not be denied. But those 
evils are generally and in nearly every instance the result of 
intemperance, and the correction of these evils and reducing 
them to a minimum lies in regulation, education, home train
ing, the church, and moral suasion, and not in prohibition. The -
adoption of the Hobson resolution would not prevent the in
dividual from either buying or drinking liquors, if he can get 
them, although it may be the intention to accomplish this by 
indirection. As I have said, the individual can manufacture 
his own alcoholic beverage for his own use, or he can get it · in 
any other way that he finds open to him. Every home in 
America could have its own distillery, if liquor could not be 
obtained commercially, and many of them would no doubt do so: 
A home still can be made for a few dollars, but beer and light 
wines containing little alcohol could not be made in this manner, 
so that the inevitable result would be that our people would 
become whisky drinkers. 

Wlien the Swedish Government abolished its monopoly o~ 
the distilling business nearly every peasaut's cottage became a 
distillery, and in the early part of the last century there were 
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more than 113,124 private stills in Sweden, which has a popu
lation considerably less than one of our larger States. 

Prohibitive legislation has been extensively and fairly tested. 
During the last 60 years it bas been tl1ed on the State-wide 
scale in the many States of our country and under the most 
diverse social and political condition.s. Fifteen of the States 
which enacted prohibitive laws have abandoned them, and 
nearly all of the States which have State-wide prohibition 
are rural States, and in none of these States has prohibition 
accomplished its promised object. It bas failed to abolish the 
liquor traffic in any of the States, nor bas it lessened the evil 
of intemperance. Commissions from many foreign countries, 
as well as our own, haye studied the question, and all of them 
ha-ve universally found that prohibition does not prohibit and 
is a failure, and have so reported. 

Let us look at the economic and business side of the question 
for a moment. 

Although· the total sum representing the financial value of the 
liquor trHffic is fairly staggering, an absolutely exact calcula
tion would yield even a larger total, for it has not been 
possible to include all the capital and various expenditures in 
all the different industries that are more or less dependent 
upon the liquor traffic. The item of transportation alone would 
be greatly swelled if all the details could be ascertained. The 
l"nmifications in all directions are . so many that it is almost 
impossible to follow them. 

For the very greatest part official and other relia"Qle figures 
baYe been used, to which a few conservative estimates have 
been added. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE LIQUOR INDUSTRY TO AGRICULTURE. 

In the course of 1913 corn and other farm products of the 
'Value of $113,884,568 were used in the manufacture of liquors. 
This amount does not represent the vnlue of the products so 
used in the Chicago and {)ther markets, but the actual sum 
received by the growers, based upon the carefully compiled 
.reports of the Department of Agriculture published from time 
to time. 
· The full significance of this amount, which represents, it may 
be tated, a return of 5 per cent on an investment of $2,270,-
279,420, can best be appreciated by a comparison with the re
ports of the last census on- the to_tal values of the crops of 
yarious individual States, which show that it exceeded the total 
combined crop values in the census year of Vermont, Maryland, 
and West Virginia; of Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New Jer
·sey, and Florida; of Louisiana, with its great cotton and sugar 
interests; New York, New Hampshire, and Utah; or of l\Iaine, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico, and two 
Wyoming~. . . . 
. The amount is made up of barley to the value of $55,236.641; 
corn, $30,924,335; hops, $11,155,215; rice, $7,288,786; rye, $4.604,-
476; wheat, $869,938; oats, $3,382; molasses, $2,056,626; fruit, 
$751,835; and secondary products of agriculture not included 
under the head of corn, $626,119. · 

It is computed that in raising these products the farmer paid 
for labpr a total of $13,485,460, a sum sufficient to employ 
',74,919 persons for six months at .an average wage of $30 per 
month. . 

What would be the effect upon the agricultural industry of the 
country of suddenly withdrawing a market for these .$112,884.,568 
worth of farm products annually? While they are of a so 
diversified character that the entire country shares in the bene
fit of a constant market for them, their production is at the 
$Ume time so localized that its extinction would fall upon cer
tain sections of the country with all the weight of a calamity. 
It is only within comparatively narrow limits that one crop 
can readily be substituted for another. It is therefore easy to 
realize the embarrassment and loss to the farmer that would be 
lnvolved by the closing of the market for over $100,000,000 worth 
of these products annually. -

THE llEXAI.L TR.ADE. 

The outlay for rent is based upon an original in<iulry covering 
tbousands of establlshments in different States. The outlay for 
supplles has been obtained liu the same manner, and includes 
such articles a. food. ice, cigars, soft drtilks, and so forth, but 
not !Jeers, ale, and liquo:rs of any kind. 

LICENSJ!l FEES. 

'l'o the local license fees for the woolesale .and r~tail dealers 
baYe been added the Uni-ted States taxes on the wholesale and 
~:eta.i l . trade. 

Disbursements fo-r wages. 

Number Total of 
employees. wages. 

!!¥~~~~:: ~~:: ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ :: ~: ::~:: ~ :~~: ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~:: 62,363 !64, 009, 621 
7,2-17 5,062,896 
2,259 1,834,136 
1,982 2,231, 700 

TotaL .. ········-············-·········-············ 73,821 73,138,353 

AJUed manufactures and trades ..... ·-······-············· 
Retail trade ........................•..•........... , ....•.. 

15,620 14,450,000 
409,455 366,314,200 

Total employees .••.•...•.••. :-.-'·· ·-···-···-· .•.... 4.98,906 453, 872, 553 

For the industries the wage statement of the United States 
Census for 1909 is given. The other wage statements are from 
original sources. 

RECAPITULATION. 

Capital invested---------------------------------- $1, 294, 573, 426 
Annual disbursements --------------------------- 1, 566, 291, 711 

Total-------------------------------------- 2, 860,864,137 

If to employees are added proprietors of all kinds (estimated 
number 250,482), the whole number of those deriving their in
come directly fTom the liquor traffic may be placed at 749,388. 
Estimating those derhing their income indirectly from the same 
sources at about 300,000 yields a total of over a million. They, 
with their dependents, may conservatively be placed at about 
4,000,000. These figures take no account of the persons engaged 
in raising the agricbltural products used in the liquor industry. 
They mny be estimated at 74,500, not counting their dependents. 

Annual disbursements other than for wages. 

Materials. Taxes. Transporta
tion . Other. 

-, 

Brewing ...... --·······-········· 96,595,63.7 S75,M0,672 !22,500,000 tl17,648,156 
Distilling ..... -- -················ 35,976,893 153,641,237 } 15 OOO 000 { 3,550,115 
Winemaking._............... 6,625,553 844,184 ' • 1,409,046 
Malting........................ 30,4.64,299 247,531 4,000,000 1,810,913 

Total.-············-····- 169,662,382 230,173,624 41,500,000 S~,51S, 23tl 

Total, $525~85U36. 
Allied manufactures and trades-materials__________ $39, 474.000 
Allied manufactures and trades-local taxes--------- 37,400 

TOUU-------------------------------------·-
Retail trade : 

Rent------------·--------------------------
Supplies----~---------------------------

License fees--~--------------------------------

3.9, 511, 400 

19~.438.8H2 
24 7. 183, 996 
100, 430, 6-H 

Total-------------------------------------- 547,0~3.G22 
Total .annual disbursements other than for service _____ 1, 112, 419. 1 5~ 

The cost of rna terials is taken from the census report, 1009. 
In taxes are included for the brewing indu"try the Federal b1x. 
plus local taxes on property and local license fees; for distillers 
and wine makers only the United State tax for tbe last year 
has been included. The tran portation cost is based upon origi
nal returns from brewers and upon estimates for the otb<'r in
dustries. For the gr~atest part only railway transportation is 
in question. If all kinds of transportation cost were estimated, 
the total would be v:..~stly increased. "Other" expeu es ar~ 
taken from the Census reports for 1909. 

AdditionaL fittancial statistics of tlte liquor tratflc. 
I. CA.PlTAL I~VESTED. 

[Report of UnitC'd States Bun•au or tbe Census for 1!)00.) 

gr:~l~i=~======================================= $
6

4J:l~S:~~g Wine making----------------------------------- 27,908. 487 
Malting --------------------------------------- 60, 28G, 113 

Total--------------------------------------
Allied manufactures and trades---------------------
Retail traffic (fi.rtures .and furnishings)--------------

831,80~.046 
41. 17!).000 

421~G01,680 

Total of capitaL---------------------------- 1, 294, 583. 42G 
From original returns made· for the year 1!)13 by a portion 

of the allied manufactures und trade , the total is probably 
much below the whole capital in•oiYed. E tablishments that 
only in small part supply the liquor trade have been excluued. 

The effect of national prohibition is to destroy and foreYer 
eliminate from the commercial world in this country - this 
immense amount of capitnl or inYestment and uevrive those 
who are making a. living out of it by daily toil from obtaining 

. -
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a livelihood without assurance of doing equally well in other 
directions. That most of the laws are passeq by our l~gislatur~ 
in the several States in answer to the demand of highly pmd 
leaders and lobbyists for this fad are palpable invasions of 
the established principles of human dghts _as well as property 
rights is an unqualified truth. The personal anc;I proper~y 
riuhts of the citizens of many States have been mvaded m 
di~ect contravention of the purposes of our Constitution, which 
·provided protection. The people of this country have suffered 
many infractions upon their personal rights, as legally defined, 
and have remained passive from the inception of a bad law 
until some notable incident secured its repeal; but while the 
individual will often permit the loss of some minor right as 
to personal conduct, he will inst.antly assume the aggressive 
in defense of his property rights. This is but human nature. 
Our laws as respect property rights are more closely fol
lowed, mainly because it is a laudable aim of our citizens to 
acquire property, and this uniformity of purpose begets a 
respect for each other's rights of this class and a better under
standing thereof. Considering the universal understanding, 
how is it possible for a man who would scorn to steal or 
wrongfully deprive another of his property to advocate a law 
which unjustly confiscates legitimately acquired wealth from 
part of our citizens but proposes no compensation therefor? 
The question of property right is separate and distinct from 
the moral question, but it is more immoral to deprive people 
of a property right which the Government by a system of 
taxation and licenses has conceded to the liquor manufacturers 
and dealers and the people themselves have created by their 
demand. What person can claim immunity from complicity 
in the traffic if he has contributed to it? As I have stated, 
fully !)0 per cent of our people have purchased and used 
intoxicants. They have created the demand, which is the sole 
reason for the existence of the supply. If selling therefore is 
immoral the buying constitutes complicity, and if -we who 
make la'ws or vote on these questions are wholly moral we 
should at least protect the property rights which our consump
tion of intoxicants helped create. No Government which fails 
_to safeguard at all times and under all circumstances and in 
every particular the rights of its citizens to the peaceful pos
session of their honestly acquired property, and the unmolested 
enjoyment thereof, can ever hope for continuous national 
existence or the tranquillity which our Republic endeavors to 
promote. 

In the entire scheme of our organic law there is but one 
process by which a citizen can be dispossessed of his property 
against his wlll. This is the privilege reserved by the Govern
ment known as "the right of eminent domain," under which 
restriction property held by the individual is subjected to the 
public use. It is the right of the State to take property for 
public use or service, but only after it has clearly established 
that the use by the public is necessary, and not then without 
paying the owner for the value of his property thus taken. The 
fairness of this no one will deny. But what of the system con
templated by the pending resolution by which the supporters 
thereof expect to indirectly confiscate the millions of dollars in 
this country from the brewers and liquor dealers and pay noth
ing for it? It certainly would be nothing short of justice that 
before such confiscation is permitted the owners thereof be paid 
the true value in money. The owner of a brewery, which by 
reason of prohibition is thus rendered useless for the avowed 
purpose of benefiting ( ?) the public, should be paid in full for his 
loss by the Government that permits it to be thus destroyed, and 
likewise so with every liquor dealer engaged in the business. 
The loss to them is the same. whether it be one law or another 
which operates to deprive them of . the va'lue of their property. 
A brewery having been built for a special purpose is useful only 
as such, and to deprive the owner of the right to employ it in the 
only way it can be of service to him is clearly to deprive him of 
his property. When we proclaim the great principle of property 
rights are we · to infer that one class of property is to be de
prived of and another class of property subject to the protection 
of the vaunted square deal that this Government is supposed to 
give everyone? 

If this threatened invasion of property rights proposed by the 
Hobson resolution is to be applied to the one class of property 
therein named, where will the applic..'ltion cease and how soon 
will some other class of property be under the ban of another 
popular fad usually misnamed "reform"? We have had nu
merous reform movements which appeared revolutionary, affect
ing only, however, the change in the personnel of. our office
holders but this is the first concrete movement which has at
tempted reform and morality by indirect robbery. The Consti
tution of the United States expressly states: 

Nor shall private property be taken for public use without just com-
pensation. -

What excuse have the exponents of prohibition for disregard
ing this wholesome provision of the Constitution and for not 
embodying in the resolution a provision to pay for the property 
which they seek to destroy? If prohibition that will put people 
out of business and render their property useless is not for the 
public service, then it is not worthy of the consi9.eration of any 
public servant or voter exercising his duty to the public. If 
prohibition is really for the public good or use, and property is 
thereby destroyed, let the public pay for it and exemplify the 
fair spirit that the prohibition advocates profess. The plain 
truth is that this is reform run amuck and heedless of any that 
may be · injured so long as the paid leaders in their blind zeal 
may try an experiment in the ~ '"ation that has failed in the 
States. 

Our State legislatures have been too willing to clog our stat
utes with a tangle of these experimental laws. There are some 
who are not so zealous for the public ·good as they are to per
petuate lucrative positions as leaders of this movement, with 
nothing to lose but a good job on their side, while the business 
interests lose millions on the other side. 

The practical leaders of the prohibition cause, or perhaps, to 
be more accurate, the political prohibitionists who court the 
footlights and are chronic gallery players, never knew what it 
was to thread the devious ways of competition in commerce or 
meet heavy pay rolls, but talk well and depend upon a popular 
object of attack to perpetuate their notoriety. There are some 
who are honest in their contentions, but are too neglectful to 
consider consequences to others, and not sufficiently sound to 
reach beyond hysteria and impracticability. Behind these come 
the many that follow and do not think. They are uninformed, 
and it would be difficult to get them to think about the value 
of the established rights of private property in this country, 
except it should happen to be their property. None of them 
own breweries or saloon property, and the full force of the con
sequences of their votes on this subject is not brought home 
to them. They do not think of the far-reaching harm of a 
dangerous precedent, and their education as to facts depends 
almost wholly upon the assertions and arguments of prejudiced 
or paid prohibition leaders that would do more good in the field 
of moral suasion than in its support of liberty-threatening 
laws which are plainly a perversion of justice, and can only 
anger the spirit of .American freedom which denies the right, 
even of law, to thus curtail our privileges. This spil'it actuates 
every American, but, unfortunately, it seems that it is aroused 
only after it is too late for him to consider that the rights o:t 
others and his own are united by unbreakable ties, and that to 
protect his neighbor is to protect himself. This spirit cer
tainly can contemplate no honor in wrecking a mammoth in
dustry in taking away the fruits of toil and enterprise from any 
man ~o matter how much he may have been traduced by his 
ene~ies, whose calumnies have reached no bounds in the hate 
and venom poured upon the heads of the makers and sellers _of 
beer. 

The American spirit which loves fair play should be insulted 
and take offense at the proposal of ruining this enormous com
merce upon the flimsy pretext that it is moral so to do, or that 
it encourages morality among that very small proportion of our 
population which lacks the will power to refrain from personal 
degradation. Not over one in one thousand are drunkards. Are 
we to be asked for this one-tenth of 1 per cent to wreck com
merce, plunge millions of men and women into competition with 
other lines of trade and labor, make idle over 4,000,000 acres of 
farm land tilled by over 100,000 ·farmers, curtail the output of 
mines and mine labor that supplies the machinery for about 
3,000 large plants in this country, curtail the labor and pro~ucts 
of glass factories, lumber mills, supply companies, coal mmes, 
and a thousand other lines of trade where men toil and capital 
has wrought to produce happiness and comfort for millions ot 
families who are all more or less dependent upon the brewing 
interests for their prosperity'? Even were the agitators' spe
cious assumption of a moral necessity true, their plan of harass
ing legal commerce with their laws which are productive of 
injury generally to the basic principles of property and personal 
rights, would bring greater dangers to the body politic than all 
the inebriates now extant or which would be under any laws 
hereafter. 

Had prohibition not been absolutely proven to be a failure 
there might be some foundation for the prohibitionists to build 
upon. The comparison of a saloon, properly conducted and well 
regulated, with the lawless speak-easies, bootlegging ~oints, or 
other secret spots sought out to evade the law, found m nearly 
all of the prohibition States where the open temperate drinkers 
of mild beer and other beverages has been transformed into 
"sneak" indulgence in cheap whisky, _is all that is required ·to 
convince- the most skeptical. 
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The advocates of prohibition have gone so far beyond the 
limits of fairness and decency in their assaults upon personal 
liberty and property rights that it seems that all reason ha.s 
'forsaken them. Unjustified searches and seizures have been 
made and cruel and unjust punishments have run rampant in 
the States where the mania of prohibition fanaticism has 
secured so strong a hold that all constitutional safeguards have 
been entirely ignored and the individual has suffered serious 
abridgment of his rights through ignorance of his remedy or 
lack of means to pursue it through the courts. The force of 
contracts has often been impaired and the progress of commerce, 
which must plan ahead, has been delayed and hampered by the 
creation of dazing uncertru.n.ty, reaching out into every avenue 
of trade, touching the plans of the very Government itself, of 
.whose revenue this traffic forms so formidable a part, amount
ing during the fiscal year ending June 30, 191.4, to more than 
.$220,000,000 to the National Government, exclusive of the war 

_tax and over and above what is paid to the State, county, and 
municipality. A transfer of this burden which the liquor traffic 
pays in revenue to Nation, State, county, and municipality to 
the backs of the taxpayers of this country would bring home to 
them too late the facts they should think about now when the 
people are facing this ruinous crusade. No individual, no mat
ter h<>w siD..o'lli his means or how unimportant his occupation, 
could hope to escape the serious consequences of the loss of 
this commerce. That such a mammoth revolution ·ot business 
conditions would save anything by reducing crime or lessening 
the number of penal institutions is a fallacious conjecture only. 

To the moral side of this question there is nothing but the 
matter of personal volition and the proper conduct of the 
business. Neither the brewers nor the great majority of liquor 
dealers object to regulation; in fact. they court it and urge it, 
.that the very few who have been defiant law ann order breakers 
may no longer serve for the basis of unfair and unrighteous 
eondemna tlon of them all. 

Experience .of centuries shows that it is as absurd to make a 
law to compel a man to refrain from drinking beer as it is to 
compel him to refrain from eating. How foolish, how petty 
for a law to presume to choose a man's drink for him. If law 
stipulates what he shall drink, why not what he shall eat? 
Too much of either will harm him. A wise Government treats 
.Personal rights delicately and gives to the individual as wid-e a 
range of privilege as is commensurate with good government. 
It seems that it ought to be unnecessary to a~sert that in the 
matter of taking a ~rink or not the will of the individual should 

. be supreme. If he drinks so mnch that he becomes a menace to 
society and useless to himself, let the punishment be on him 

.and not upon the men who raise the bal'ley, corn, and hops. If 
the cry of prohibition advocates for the complete elimination .of 
liquor from the body politic means anything, why not abolish 
corn, rye, barley. potatoes, .hops, and rice, which are employed 
in the manufacture of alcoholic drinks. Begin at the roots, .so 
to speak, for as long as these products are raised alcoholic 
-liquors will be manufactured in some form or other. The 
.farmer once compelled to cease raising these grains and prod
uctsy there would be no more beer or other intoxicants. 

But nature has provided many ways to prepare natural and 
artificial food and drink for us, some of which are not so good 
for us as others, and it certainly can oot seem anything but 
fooli h to rely upon the law instead of persuasion and educa
tion to show the youth of this world what is good and what is 
bad. After this has been taught them at home, in the schools, 
and churches, it then becomes a matter of their own will power 
and moral force. Moderation and temperance in all things 
marks the man-the real man. He requi:res no man-made laws 
to guide .him to the right or enforce the choice of nature's food 
and drink when he is hungry or thirsty. If the halfman, the 
unbalanced weakling, shall fail to choose wisely in kind or 
quantity and the1·eby be led to commit a misdemeanor, he should 
be punished, not that the law hates or seeks vengeance, but that 
law must protect the rest who have chosen more wisely. The 
fault lies in the abuse and law punishes. Why should law re
strain or punish those who do not misuse or abuse? If it is not 
right to punish the millions of people w..ho use beer moderately, 
by what process of reasoning should we punish those who make 
it for or sell it to them? The truth is that much more good can 
be accomplished in the solution of this important question if we 
would constantly turn to the task of bringing up the youth of 
this country under the influence of right persuasion and make 
them good men and women, because of the voice of real man
hood and real womanhood speaking from their inner conscious
ness, and not tTe.at them to the humiliating spectacle of a futile 
attempt to coerce this and future .generations into honor, 
sobrjety, and respectability with the lash of the law. ' 

There are many good citizens who have grown to manhood 
and womanhood under the present conditions. The environment 
of home, of each particular social circle, has been and always 
will be mainly responsible for the character of the man. Ex
cursions of the youth or man into new territory should be ac
companied by an education and character that will render him 
immune as far as possible from dangers of new influences. All 
his life he will be subjected to these changed surroundings, 
and nothing will make him safe against contingencies but his 
own power and manhood. No external human power can pro
vide other protection for him. Many have fallen by the way
side and time will never chronicle the period when there are no 
fallen ones nor no temptations. Apple trees will grow in every 
Eden and grapes will cluster on the hillside in every age. Teach 
if you will the bitterness of forbidden fruit and the venom which 
lurks in the glass, but never will the invocation of human law 
nor the dominance of faction rob one of the five senses of he 
body of its natural function nor destroy the personal privilege 
to employ it. If character is right, to be temperate and avoid 
temptation will be easy. To be temperate toward a difference 
in belief, temperance in all things, is a qualification of good 
character and not of man-made law. To . be strong against all 
temptation-and there are many beside drink-is a qualifica
tion of the mind which comes only after conversion and not 
compulsion. The time is at hand and the hour has come when, 
if we wish to prosper and maintain the perpetuity of our free 
institutions, the people must hold fast to these fundamental 
truths and set their faces like flint against further unwarranted 
encroachments upon the rights of property and personal liberty 
and cooperate in the spirit of good-fellowship and the brother
hood of man in the working out of the mission for which we 
'have been placed here. T'his Congress has passed many neces
sary r-eform measures affecting the commercial world and the 
personal affairs of our people. The prudent and wide-awake 
legislator must undoubtedly realize that extreme radicalism and 
destructive legislation will be rebuked at the polls in the next 
election. If we would have our country prosper, make our 
people happy and content, and keep them free from hunger 
and discomfort, we must now devote onr efforts to the en
couragement and upbuilding of industries and commerce, the 
employment at good wages of all labor, and restore peace to 
the business world and rid it from constant agitation and an
noyance. Under the reform measures that have already been 
enacted into law by this Congress and the wise and courageous 
l-eadership of President Wilson this is possible, provided he 
is not interrupted, hampered, and destroyed by wreckless at
tacks upon legitimate business interests, big or little, honestly 
-conducted. T'he future continued success of the Democratic 
Party and the prosperity of the country ought not to be de
stroyed and prevented by lending a willing ear to irrresponsible 
agitators who will be entirely helpless to alleviate the loss and 
·suffering of those who will be injured by the wrecking of our 
commercial institutions. [Applause.] 

.Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to tbe gen
tleman from Georgia [1\!r. VINSON]. 

.Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, in making thls my first speech in 
this great law-making body I can not commence -by sailing 
out on unknown seas. I ean not commence by making a de
parture from the faith of the fathers and the traditions of the 
South and the people I represent. The princil)les of State 
rights are as sacred to them as were the virtue of the vesta1 
virgins. They love these principles with the same intense af
fection as doth the Irishman the Green Isle of the sea. They 
yearn for their preservation and protection with the same de
gree of devotion as doth the Scotchman for his Scotch mountain 
home. 

This great principle of State rights which we are asked to 
destroy by our votes has caused more blood to be shed upon 
American soU than any other question that has ever agitated 
the minds of American people. State rights were wisely fore
seen by the authors of the Confederation and the Constitution 
to be the great and lasting foundation upon which to build an 
enduring union of States. There were certain rights reserved 
to the States when forming the Union, and one of these rights 
was local self-government, the regulation and control of its 
internal affairs. This right the Central Government, by funda
mental laws, is bound to respect, and as long as I have the honor 
to represent the people of my district every encroachment of the 
same shall be resented by me. Every encroachment is one 
more pillar taken from the temple of liberty and freedom of 
the individual. I can not consent to cast my vote to destroy 
local self-government. This Nation of mus is too large to have 
its affairs entirely directed from Washington. The foundation 
of Democracy is opposed to a great central power to dictate to 

,\ 
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' the different States and sections what is best for their pros
perity and happiness. The field of State rights has not in
creased, while centralization has slowly but surely taken place. 

I can not become an apostle of that creed which preaches the 
obliteration of State lines. The p-eople of Georgia do not need 
Congress to regulate their local s-elf-government. They are 
qualified and competent to take care of it themselves. 

Where must the American citizen look for the s-ecurity of the ' 
rights which he enjoys? Does he look to the Federal Govern
ment? He does not. He looks to his State government. Where 

·shall he find security and protection to his life; security and 
protection for his personal liberty; security and protection for 
his property; security and protection for his ·safety and happi
ness? Only to his State government. 

To the care of the State goYernment does the citizen look for 
protection against all foes .within and without; he relies upon 
its ever-pres.ent arm for the safety and security of the person, 
the home, the property, and institutions. 

The real question at issue is whether the sale or consumption 
of liquor shall be prohibited by the Constitution of the United 
States. This is a -question which essentially belongs to each 
State, and can be handled by them with satisfactory results. 
The sale of liquor has been satisfactorily adjusted in the St:ate 
of Georgia by its legislative powers. The evil formerly com
plained of that State action on the liquor question was defeated 
by congressional inactivity, has been cured by the passage at 
the last -session of Congress of the Webb law, which gives to 
the States absolute protection in the premis-es, enabling them to 
.enforce their own laws without interference on the part of the 
Federal Government. 

Have the people of America lost faith in the local State gov
ernment to control and regulate its internal affairs? To do so 
is to Jose faith in our Government itself, and this amendment 
-offered to-day indicates that the supporters of the same haye 
reached the conclusion that the local State governments of this 
Nation are not qualified and competent to legislate for the pro-
tection and welfare of its citizenship. . 

There is a real variety -of opinion among our people in the 
several regions of the country. We would be but poor lovers 
Of democratic self-goyernment \Vere we to WiSh to see these dif
ferences overridden by the majority of a central legislation. 
There are four great divisions or s-ections of this country. The 
conditions in the sections are different, and the law exactly 
-suited to one does not apply to another. For that very reason 
each State should control its own internal polici-es. 

I am unwilli.Dg that the people of any other State should de
cide for the people of my own State of Georgia what its internal 
policy should be, either by seeking to control its electorate or 
election laws -or by deciding whether or not liquor shall be .sold 
within its confine~. It is repugnant to <>Jlr theory of govern
ment. To break down this safeguard and destroy this great 
principle of -State rights is but the entering wedge, -and who can 
tell to where it will lead? It is an unknown sea upon which 
we are asked to sail ; ,a sea ·that is infested with hidden reefs 
and bowlders that are dangerous to the peace, the happiness, 
and the prosperity of the citizens of each State of this Union. 

I pray to God that the day is near at hand when every State 
in this Union, through and by its own laws, shall prohibit the 
sale and consumption of liquor, but do not ask us to destroy the 
sacred rights of our States to accomplish this. [Applause.]_ 

Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, I yield six minutes to the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. GALLIVAN]. 

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, when this discussion shall 
have ended and the roll shall have been called I t1~st that 
there may ·be found Jn our number no man who has shown 
himself either a hypocrite, a demagogue, or a coward. !Ap
plause.] 

Lest we forget, I propose to repeat to this House section 1 
of the amendment of the Constitution sought for in the resolu
tion now before this body : 

SECTION 1. The sale, manufacture• for sale, transportation fo1· sale, Im
portation for sale, and exportation for .sale of intoxicating liquors for 
beverage purposes in the United States and all territory subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof are forever prohibited. 

Mr. Speaker, I come from a city whose people do not believe 
that the Constitution of this Republic needs any amendment of 
this character, and I come from a Commonwealth whose people, 
to the best of my knowledge and belief, oppose the passage of 
this legislation. The "hypocrisy of civilization" has had its 
day in the old Bay State. For 15 years-from 1855 to 1870--
1\Iassachusetts tried prohibition, but after that experience .our 
p~ple found the law vain and injurious. And upon the testi
mony of seyer~ governors who served during that period and 
.our best citizens, among them college presidents .and preachers, 
It was repealed and the system of licensing and .regulating the 

liquor traffic established. · Again, in 1889, there was another 
effort made to write prohibition into the constitution of our 
State, and that amendment was defeated by a majority of 
4p,OOO. The prohibitionists then, as now, tried to make it 
appear that all the religious and moral sentiment was on their 
side and that only immorality and crime opposed them. But 
the most influential newspapers, such religious papers as the 
Christian Union and Cengregationalist and the Christian Reg
ister, fought the amendment, and among the many eminent 
ministers of_ the church who loudly proclaimed against its 
adoption were the late Rev. Dr. Phillips Brool~s. the Rev. 
Minot J. Savage, the Rev. Brooks Hereford, and the Rev. 
Father Oonaty. These men, representing all religious denomi
nations, some of them .with world-wide reputations as great 
religious teachers, united in their opposition to prohibition as 
a farce and a fraud as an aid to temperance. With them 
were many eminent statesmen who had National as well as 
state reputations, and such great authors and physicians as 
Dr. Oliver Wendell Holmes. That was only 25 years ago, but 
some people in :l\Iassachusetts appear to ha\e forgotten the his
tory of that campaign, and they .are employing the same 
methods that were employed by fanatical prohibitionists then. 

For instance, about 10 days ago I received a communication 
from the Rev. Cortland Myers, pastor of the Tremont Temple 
Baptist Church in my city, requesting me to vote for the resolu· 
tion now under consideration. With a desire to be perfectly 
frauk in my answer to his request, I wrote him·, acknowledging 
the receipt of his letter, and I closed my brief reply with these 
words: ... I can not do as you would haYe me, as I am already 
on record as being against this measure." In record time the 
domineering doctor returned by Uncle Sam's messenger my 
letter to him, with a notation in his own handwriting closely 
following the line, "I am already on record as being against 
this measure,'" worded as follows: " So is the devil, and you 
are -a good servant of his." '[Laughter.] 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Rev. Cortland l\1yers is a ministerial 
monstrosity in Boston, and while it is not pleasant to be call~\ 
a senant of the devil by anyone, those who know this Re~.: 
Bombastes Furioso expect such characterizations, aud laugh 
aloud when they read them. I console myself with the thought 
that some of his predecessors in the pulpit of that famous 
Tremont Temple agreed with me in the position that I now 
take, .and I assert that eyen at this day he does not represent 
the religious sentiment of Boston or Massachusetts, 

I find in the United States census of religious bodies taken 
by the Federal Government in "1906 that the Rev. Dr. Myers, 
ns a Baptist, if he speaks for the whole denomination, repre
sents 4.6 per cent of the church communicants in Boston and 
5.2 per cent of those -in l\1assachusetts. Boston is a religious 
'city, with more than 64 per cent of tb.a population identified 
with the churches, and only three other cities have such a 
high percentage, but, according to the census figures of 1906, 
of the 376,728 church members in Boston only 77,349 were 
listed as Baptists. Massachusetts is a religious State, with 
more than half the entire population listed as church com
municants, but of the 1,562,621 people identified with the 
churches in 1.906 only 80,894 were listed as Baptists. The Rev. 
Dr. Myers may speak for the 2,300 members of the Tremont 
Temple, but I do not believe that he speaks f{)r the more 
than 400,000 pl"esent-day churcb members of Boston, or the · 
2,000,000 church members of Massachusetts, or the 3,500,000 
people of my State. He does, however, represent the fanatical 
methods of prohibitionists, and I have no doubt, like the Phari
sees of old, he thanks God every morning that he is not like 
ot11er men. So, too, am I thankful. 

I prefer to follow the footsteps of the former president of 
my old alma mater, .Mr. Charles W. Eliot, of Harvard College, 
when he sums up the whole cas.e against prohibition ih its 
effect upon the social and political life in these words : 

The efforts to enforce prohibUion durlng 40 years past have had 
some unlooked-for effects on public respect for courts, judicial pro
cedure, oaths, and law., legislature, and public servants. 'rhe public 
have seen law defied, a whole generation of habitual lawbreakers 
schooled in evasion and shamelesRDess, courts ineffective through fluc
tuations of policy, delays, perjuries. uegligences, and other miscaz· 
riages of justice; officers of the law double-faced and mercenary; legis
lators timid aud in.sincere. Such is the cbaraCtet· and record of 
prohibition. 

[Applause.] 
If there be any section of our common country that is pro. 

hibitory to-day, I am not convinced that it is so from any moral 
conviction on the question. Wherever prohibition obtains, tt · 
has not decreased drunkenness, but it has notably increased 
the use of drugs and has multiplied insanity by driving men 
and women from -drink to dope, from alcohol to drugs, thereby 
giving a greater impetus to abhorrent crime by producing 
irresponsibility and insanity. 
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May I here quote the opinion of that eminent churchman, 
Cardinal Gibbons, who, in a recent intervie.w, said: 

While I am a strong advocate of tcmp.eranceh I am certain that pro
hibition can nevet· be enforced; and if it s ould be it will make 
hypocrites and violators of the law. It will also cause the manufacture 
of illjcit whisky.! which is not a good thing, since it will replace a 
good product, or its kind, with a bad product. It will also rob the 
Government of a legitimate tax and a very considerable one. Prohibi
tion can not be enforced in any Christian country. 

[Applause.] 
Prohibition has been an utter failure wherever it has been 

put into practice. It cuts off revenue and leads to all sorts 
of dishonesty and hypocrisy. Prohibition can never be en
forced by law. Dispassionate investigators of the liquor prob
lem have, almost without exception, pronounced prohibition 
no solution for it. . . 

Those who conceived this remedy for the drink evil were un
questionably sincere, and there are doubtless some among them 
who are sincere to-day. They are honest, but, in many in
stances, so also were persecutors under the Spanish inquisition. 

1\Ir. Speaker, prohibition has lost its original bearings. Its 
sincere advocates have expanded it into a religion. Some of 
them go as far as to say that a man who takes a drink can 
not be a Christian. Manifestly, nobody should be coerced by 
law into acceptance of any such belief. 

The liquor question is neither a religious nor a political ques
tion. It is an individual question. The extinction of the thirst 
of man is a pretty large order, and it will never be accom
plished by fanatics or faddists or politicians. The great desid
eratum is temperance, and by proper laws temperance may be 
promoted. Excess in the use of liquor is punishable and can 
be J.1lUnished, but prohibition has become so intolerant and in
temperate that it can hardly be considered a factor in the 
promotion of temperance. 

Nature punishes all excess, whether it be excess of restraint 
or excess of indulgence. The man who has been starved is 
apt to act the glutton when he gets the chance. The man who 

· acts the glutton is apt to reduce himself to a starvation diet. 
The real virtue lies in the golden mean, and to give to your 
fellow being the same liberty of action that you would invoke 
for yourself. Men can not be made temperate by legal enact
ment any more than women can be made virtuous by like 
methods. Every man courts personal responsibility. All men 
resent being forced to do without anything which they are 
capable of denying themselves, if need be. 

~<lr. Speaker, to change the Constitution of the United States 
by the enactment of any such law as is contemplated by the 
resolution now pending is in absolute violation of the rights of 
individual States. I agree with those who believe that it was 
never contemplated by the fathers of the Republic that the 
Government of· the United States should legislate on a subject 
tJ;lat is purely local, municipal, and not national. And it is by 
virtue of the respect I hold for the inalienable rights of others 
that I demand the same high privilege for myself and the hun
dreds of thousands of citizens whom I have the honor to rep
resent in this body. 

Mr. Speaker, no more logical interpreter of the American 
Constitution. no sturdier champion ot personal liberty has ap
peared in the annals of our statesmanship than the Hon. 
Roger Q. Mills, of Texas. In 1887 that State was in the throes 

. of au agitation for prohibition. Mr. Mil_ls at that time deliv
ered a remarkable speech, combating the proposed measure 
with all his umivaled powers of logic and eloquence. In nis 
closing words the senior Senator from the Lone-Star State is 
quoted as follows: 

'Yhen the manufacture and sale of alcoholic liquors are forbidden 
the immense revenue now derived from them will be released and one 
of two things must follow : Either taxation must be increased on land 
and cattle and horses and other property sufficiently to make up the 
deficit or the expenditures of the Government be correspondingly re
duced .. To cover this very large deficit would require a very consid
erable mcrease of taxation on other articles and other taxpayers. The 
class who are now paying It do not mind It. It is paid voluntarily 
and paid for the enjoyment of a luxury. If this amendment is adopted 
this tax will be shifted from them to others who are already feeling 
the burden and who must make up the enormous deficit. If they re
fuse ~o permit the legislature to increase the taxes, then the only thing 
remaming is to redu~e the expenditures of the Government. Where 
will It fall? The legiSlature must continue to meet-the courts must 
go on. We can not tum out the deaf and dumb and blind and the 
unfortunate Inmates of our asylums. Then our schools must ' stop or 
be cut dow_n: Are we prepared to accept that result? 

Fellow Citizens, prohlblt10n was introduced into Texas as a fraud· 
It has been nursed here as a fraud. . It is wrapped In the livery of 
heaven, but it comes to serve the devil. It comes to regulate by law 
our appetites and our dally lives. It comes to tear down liberty and 
build up fanaticism, by[locrls-y. and intolerance. It comes to confis
rate by a legislative decree the property of many of our fellow citizens. 
It comes to send spies, detectlves, and informers into our houses · to 
have. us arrested nod carried before courts and condemned to fines and 
imprtsouments .. It comes to dissipate the sunlight of happiness, peace, 
and pr!>sperity m which we are now living · and to fill our land with 
alienatiOns, estrangements, and bitterness. It comes to bring us evil-

only evil-and that continually. Let us rise in our mlgbt like one 
man and overwhelm it with such a demonstration of popular Indigna
tion · that we shall never hear of lt again in Texas as long as grass 
grows or water runs ! 

[Applause.] 
The SPEAKER. The people ~ the galleries are here by the 

courte~ _of the House, and they must not either show tlleir 
apprec1B:hon of a speech or lack of it. The Chair admoni bed 
them th1s morning when speakers for the constitutional amend
ment were applauded and admonishes them now when the 
others are applauded. 

Mr: LEWIS of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, having received 
a large . n~ber of letters and telegrams from individuals, 
chu~ch spc1eties, brewers, and wholesale and retail liquor deal
ers m the State of Pennsylvania which seem to justify the con
clusi~n that the parties sending the same are under the im
pressiOn that the passage of the Sheppard-Hobson resolution will 
at once close all the breweries and distilleries in this country I 
think it but fair to all concerned to state that a vote for this 
resolut.io~ does not _in any way commit any Representative to 
the prmc1ple or policy of national prohibition. It only refers 
b_ack to ~e p~ople of the several States the question of tile adop
tion or reJection of nation-wide prohibition, and every Represen
tative who votes for it is entirely free to work and use his in
fluence as a ci~izen of his State with entire consistency, either 
foro~ against Its ratification, according to his own judgment or 
conscience. . 

.I want to state very frankly that I have not made up my 
mmd as to whether national prohibition or a State local-option 
law is the best or the fairest method to deal with the liquor 
question, but one thing I am very clear on and that is that it 
i~ ~e right o~ the people to vot~ for or against national prohi
bition, for which reason I am gomg to vote in favor of the reso
lution and give my constituents in the Keystone State an oppor
tunity to register their wishes at the polls. I am a firm believer 
in the referendum and that the majority shall rule and the 
only way to ascertain the wishes of the people in this matter 
is to invoke the referendum so that the people may exercise a 
right guaranteed to them by the Constitution. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I desire to yield to the gentle
man from Louisiana [Mr. AS WELL]. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker, in the campaign for governor 
of Louisiana I committed myself to the principle of local self
government and local option. I yield to no man in my stand 
in the open on the side of clean living and good morals on all 
public questions. The Hobson resolution proposes to permit 
individuals to make wine, beer, and whisky for their own con
sumption and to transport or import liquor for their own use. 
It does not even seek to prohibit the use of liquor; it rather 
encourages the use by individuals by making it cheaper. It 
~oes no~ prohibit the manufacture, the transportation, the 
Importation, or the use of liquor. 
. I have always v?t~, whenever the opportunity presented 
Itself, for local prohibition, but I shall vote against the Hobson 
resolution because I am not willing to give the Federal Govern
ment the power of police control in the States which would 
necessarily be the result ~f the passage of this resolution. I 
can not be a party to the humiliating conditions which would 
probably follow of having an army of officers from Washington 
enforcing the Federal law in my own State. I would not endan
ger our southern people again with negro rule through the 
police power of the Federal Government. I am not willing 
to see the Federal Government encroach any further upon 
the rights of the States. I shall vote against this resolution 
for the same reasons that I shall vote against the proposed 
suffrage amendment to the Federal Constitution. They are 
both State matters and I am not ready to repudiate the doc
trine of State rights. It has always been the policy of the 
Republic to allow the States to decide these questions. It is a 
fundamental Democratic doctrine actively supported and 
bravely ~efended by our forefathers whose wisdom, courage, 
and patriOtism I am not yet willing to cast aside. 

A national political issue should not be made of a local 
moral question so grave and serious. The man who reads 
this resolution thoughtfully will note that it befuddles the 
prohibition · question with numerous "for sale" phrases and 
misleads 'the people by making them believe they would have 
a chance to vote upon the measure, which is not true. It is a 
vast political scheme to which I can not subscribe. I yield to 
no man in my devotion and service to the young men of the 
country, but it should be noted that the first principle to teach 
th~ is t!Iat of honesty. This ~·esolution plays the game of 
pollbc~ With a local moral question in a manner that should 
make some prominent men here blush with shame . . I stand 
with our forefathers for a straightforward unequivocal policy 
that will- maintain the supremacy of the States. I stand with 
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Thomas .Jefferson -and Jefferson· Davis, w.ith Woodrow Wilson, 19.12. With regard. to the quantity of distilled spirits·· produc~ 
W. J. Bryan, and. Qsc.An UNDERWOOD. ·the. report. above mentioned reads as= follows-: · · 1 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker~. r desire to yield the remainder. 
of my time to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. DUPRE]. 

Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the· gen
tleman from illinois [Mr. GALLAGHER]. 

1\Ir. .MA~TN. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to roy col
league. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from: Illinois [_Mr: GAL
LAGHER] is recognized for six minutes. 

1\fr. GALLAGHER. 1\fr. Speaker, we have- befor:e us to-day, 
and are called upon to consider; a ~:esolution that has for a long 
time been before this body. It was considered for many month:s 
by the Committee on the .Judiciary of this House, made up of 
able-lawyers. It was reported back to this House suddenly and 
without recommendations, a fact that convinces me- that the 
committee was mighty gl3d to get rid of"it. 

Section 1 ot the resolution- pro\ides: 
' The srrle, manufacture for sale, transportation for sale, importation 
for sale of intoxicating liquors for· beverage purposes in the- United . 
States and all territory subject to the: jurisdiction thereof, and ex
portation for sale ther.eof, arc forever prohibited. 

The enactment of such a, law would disturb and destroy busi
ness activities in the United' States and take from the. people of 
the individual States t1ie right to govern their owrr affairs. r do 
not· question the good intentions. of those who have asked for 
the passage of this resolution. I am a believer in temperance 
and self-controL but not in prohibition, because r am convinced 
that prohibition does not prohibit the sale of liquor. It is- a 
failure in·· every State where it has been tried. Above an-d 
beyond this question, ·however; the welfare and the- liberty of 
the citizens of OUI" State~ counties, and municipalities are in
volved in the consideration of this legislation. I. am for- home 
r,ule. [Applause:] We Ca.IL not have individual freedom or- en- · 
joy the privileges. of·' representative government without home 
rule. ' · 

HOME RVI;E AN Ali!ERIC:A.N PRINCIPL'E~ 

National (lrohibition would be destructive of the inalienable 
right of the citizen to life, liberty, and the .Qursuit of happi
ness, guaranteed by the Constitution. I _am a believer in per
sonal liberty, and as a .citizen of this Republic I feel that. this 

- resolution would act as an infringement on my right to sucb 
liberty. . It is considered, and rightfully so, as ab~olutely un
American by millions of. our people, who feel that they are 
abundantly able to govern their moral habits without. limita
tion or. r.estriction from a law of this kind. It is an abridg
ment of the right originally g~anteed by the fundamental law 
to the people of the United States. 1. am unalterably: o.ppo.$ed 
to it,. because I _ believe firmly in~ the. principle of the largest 
share of personal liberty to the individual consistent. with the 
general welfare. [Applause.] 

Ours is a Government of the people and by the people, in 
which the voice of the people is supposed. to and obviously 
should rule. The enactment of a resolution of this character 
would be an unwarranted interference with this right of the 
peuple to manage their own affairs. It would be a usurpation 
by the Federal Government of a domestic question, a question 
belonging solely to the States. The State now gives every 
citizen a right to go to the polls and say whether liquor shall 
be sold in his State, c;listrict, or neighborhood. I do not be-

. lieve it is sound policy or good judgment to pass: a resolution 
here which attempts to tell the citizens· of this civilized and 
free country what they shall drink or when they shall not 
drink. It is the- freedom and liberty we have enjoyed here in 
the United States that has brought millions to our shores and 
made this, our country, th~ greatest Nation on earth. [Ap
plause.]. 

PROHlBITION A FAILURE. 

To show · you that prohibition is a failure, let · me call your 
attention to a statement made by Capt. HoBSON on page 29 of 
the hearings before the Committee on the Judiciary- of the 
)louse of Representatives. He says: 

I will tell you, gentlemen, that OUI' estimates indicate to-day that 
something like 55 per cent of the population of the United States are 
living under prohibition laws, enacted by their majority votes, ·and that-
71.5 per cent of the area of continental United States is under pro-

. hibition enacted by a majority vote. • · 

· To-day he states. that it is 57 per cent of the population and 
76 per cent of the area under prohibition laws. -

It seems strange, in view of such a statement, that the re
port of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue for the year 

· ended Jurie 30, 1913, shows that the numher ·of' distillerieS: dur" 
Jng su'ch year has increased by 49 over the -year endedi June sQ, 

a ·auons. 

~~~=~~=~~~~~~~~=--~==~~~~~ m~ iH~ UtI 
i~~~~~:==~~=~~;;;~~===;;~~~~:~~~ iii~ili~!ii;; 
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!~~!~~~~~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ lli:~~~:~~~:! 
1911--------------------------------------- 175, 4{)2, 395j 5 
i~ti--------------------------------------------- 178,249,985 
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It will be· noted that the quantity produced in 1913 exceeded 
that of· any preceding year, and was. nearly double the quanti~ 
produced only 16 years ago-1899. Also, it must be borne in 
mind that, despite the. increased so~called . prohibition territory, 
the number of distille.ries has multiplied, the production of SJ2ir
its also has increased, and so-called patent medicines and fake 
alcoholic medicinal preparations are· most uopular in dry terri· 
tory. 

It will also be noted that· there is a small reduction in. the 
amount produced in !9.1:4, not because of· prohibition, but on 
account of disturbed business conditions- and because men ar_e 1 

out of employment. The commissioner goes on to state: 
The production of fermented liquors during the fiscal year ended J'une 

30, 1914, wa-s 66;!89,466 barrels, being arn increase of 864,590 barrels 
over: tbe previous· fiseal year. · 

I call your- attention· to this fact to show that the chea1.1er 
drink has been substituted· for--the ·more expensh drink, 

To · me tlrls whole proposition is·a .matter ot busine , and, a-s a 
business; man, I would like to- Uave you; consider it not. as· a mat
ter of sentiment, but from a business! standpoint. 

Let me call your attention, to some figures that are illumiiL:'l:t- ; 
ing and that will shed some ·light: on future conditions should 
this resolution. pa-ss: 

SOl-IE. F-IGURES ON ' ItEVENUFLBECEIPTS. 

Of· the · total ordinary receipts of· the Government for !914, 
$226,179,689.76 were colleeted on spirituous and malt liquors, · 
nearly one-quarter of which. amount was collected in my State, 
Illinois, or $50,584,057.36. The fifth Illinois district reported 
the largest. collections- of any district in the United States, 
namely, $38,535,386.95. It will be noticed that such an amount 
was collected by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue from 
liquors-alone. In the- State of illinois 41,628,073 gallons of dis
tilled spirits were produced, of which 31,818,597 gallons were the 
output of_ the fifth district. Of fermented liquors, the first Illi
nois, which is Chicago, produced 5,893,871 barrels, which was 
the largest quantity in any district in the country. '.rhe total 
amount produced by the State was 6,987,568 barrels. 

From what source do our prohibition friends propose to raise 
this money to defray the expenses of the Government? -With a 
loss of revenue at our customhouses and a war tax. now being 
levied, it is already difficult to supply the funds necessary for 
the running expenses of the Government. This joint resolution 
proposing an· amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States is so far-reaching in its. provisions- that it is impossible 
to determine what the result will be· if the resolution be· passed, 
involving as it does the destruction of great business interests 
of the entire country and destroying at the same time millions 
of· dollars of revenue that now go to pay the expenses of· our 
Government. · 

Hundreds- of tliousands <firectly: connected with the business 
of building up and:developing the country would be thrown out 
of employment, and -hundreds of millions invested in property, 
-establishments: engaged; directly· or indirectly, ·in , the liquor, 
business, would pe lost. This stupendous wiping out o:Lpropertyj 
values would be accomplished without making provision for 
retmbursing to· the extent of a single ·dollar the men who would: 
suffe~ the loss. ' 

WHER.E LABOR IS INTERESTED. 

Organized. labor in all parts ot the c:.ountry would s.ufrer. Its. 
representatives, have pretested. against the: pas age of this. reso- ' 
lution. Agricul,turists from e:very. section would be deri.led, 
under its provisions, an opportunity to market their crops ex• 
cept at a great_ sacrifice; The army of uuempfqyed would be 
Jargely increased. All trm:I~s would be inunediatejy and 
seriously affected. 

I represent, in part, the city of Chicago, which: has a- popula
tion greater than many of tbe. Stutes- that would be. called- upon 
to-dewrmin6. this:· question.;· an-d yetthatc great ci~ would have 
little to• say in the· ~tlmnent of it; ONJ.'• se.ven millian dollaTs 
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are paid a:rniually to the municipality as liquor license fees, _and 
when you take fnto account the amoun-t that is paid by the 
liquor interests all over the countJ·y in such fees, together with 
the tuxes paid on real and personal property, some idea can be 
formed as to the calamity which would befall our local govern~ 
ments, which depend largely on this revenue for their support. 
The proposition to levy a war tax a short time ago was ob
jected to by every interest that reasonably could· be -taxed. 
The railroads, banks, insurance compai1ies, and merchants all 
protested. To the liquor interests we went for the money. 
What would happen if we eliminated all the revenues from the 
liquor business of the Unlted States? In the last fiscal year 
30,679,549 bushels of grain and 64,721,265 gallons of molasses 
were used for the production of distilled -spirits. In the cen
tral Illinois district there are now five distilleries in ogeration. 
They are the largest in ·the world, and one of them has a ca
pacity of 65,000 gallons of spirits daily. · It requires the corn 
from 400 acres, 40 bushels to the acre, to operate this plant for 
a single day, and it would require the product of 1,000 acres if 
all the distilleries were in operation at one time for each day's 
run. Large quantities of rye are also used. There is an aver
age of 2,000 barrels of whisky produced daily; railroads are 
also inferestea, us several of the roads handle a solid train of 
whisky each day, the product going all over the ,world. I cite 
this to - show that the farmer is somewhat interested in this 
legislation. Before leaving central Illinois, let me add that 
Japan buys thousands of barrels of alcohol annually from this 
district to be used in the manufacture of smokeless powder; 
and the United States Government is also a customer, and has 
plants at Mare Island and other points w.here powder is manu
factured with the aid of alcohol. One-half of the whisky 
consumed in the world is produced there. 

Farmers interested in the cultivation of grapes in many of 
our States would meet with. severe losses. A conception of the 
extent of the wine industry in this country can be gained by 
referring to the record of California, where over $150,000.000 
are invested .and 60,000 persons, . mostly small farmers, are en
gaged in the cultivation of their numerous vineyards. 

l\Iillions of tons of coal are used annually in connection with 
this business. Nearly all classes of trade would lose the oppor
tunity for employment-men in the building trades, wagon 
makers, waiters, bartenders, advertisers, printers, electricians, 
freight handlers, bakers, sign_ ·~riters, boiler ma~~rs, ciga~ 
mak~rs, coopers, engineer:_s, _firemen, garment makers, bottle 
blowers, glassmakers, laundry workers, railroad clerks, team
sters, and cooks. I mention this as auother evidence of the 
ge1,1eral, far:reaching, and injurious effect of enacting this 
resolution. 

NOT AN HONEST MEASURE. 

Re>erting to another phase of this situation, I wish to- point 
out t.hil t t:Ws resolution is not an honest prohibition measure, 
because it allows the manufactur~ of liquor when not foi· sale: 
it allows the importation when not for sale; it discriminates 
in the- interest of those who can afford to bring liquor· into 
the country for thei_r own use, while it wQuld depri>e a person 
less able to secure imported pnmds from ~njoying a glass of 
beer. When it is generally known that a still can be built for 
$5 or less,_ and you can manufacture for your own use, where 
does prohibition come in? It s:nbstitutes bad liquor for light 
wines :m_d beer. It will be ruinous to the temperance cause. 
:Moonshine whisky will become popular everywhere. 'Vine and 
beer will be beverages of the past. 

Some idea of conditions in so:called prohibition territory can 
be gained from the annual report of the Commissioner of In
ternal Re>enue for 1914. In these prohibition sections 1,593 
illicit stills were seized and destroyed, 162 being in the State of 
Alabama, 491 in Geo1;gia, 85 iu Kentucky, 312 iri North Caro
lina, 166 in South Carolina, 129 in Tennessee, and 182 in Vir
ginia. The number of retail liquor dealers in .Alabama paying 
the so-called Government license tax was 683; Georgia, 1,197; 
Maine, 352; South Carolina, 1,260; and Tennessee, 1,793. The 
total number of such taxpayers throughout the United States 
was 190,083. There was recei>ed as taxes· on distilled spirits 
other than brandy $89,237.17 in the State of Alabama, $3,121.03 
in Georgia, $19,762.27 in North Carolina, and $78,704.36 in 
Tennessee. The amount received from fermented liquors was 
$45,426.25 in Alabama, $142,430 · in Georgia, and $225,843 in 
Tennessee. The number of barrels of fermented liquors pro
duced in Alabama aggregated 45,426; Georgia, 142,430; ·Maine, 
1,631; New _Hampshire, 283,100; South Carolina, 4,607; and 
Tennessee, 225,923. 

Il~icit distilling during the· past fiscal year increased slightly 
oyer the preceding year. During the fiscal year 1913-14 there 
were seized and destroyed 504 illicit distilleries, as l:igainst 459 

during th~ preceding year. Bootlegging is principally ca1;ried 
on, ~ccor~ng to the official report of the Commissioner of In'
ternal Revenue, in" States operating under local prohibition laws, 
and ~ppears to be one of the hardest propositions the revenne 
?fficers are called upon to solve. This class of violators of the 
mternal-revenue la~s are at no· time stationary, but mo>e froni 
place to place offenng and selling their ill-icit wares. It is im
po~ ible, owing to the limited number of revenue officers in the 
field, to ?reak up this"practice entirely, and without the hea rty 
coop~rati.o~ of the local and State authorities it is believed that 
the _ conditions will grow no better. As the various States Yote 
'dry ' the operations of the bootlegger grow larger." 

. NO GREAT PARTY, EVER FAVORED PROHIBITION. 

Neither of the great parties in convention assembled ever at
~e:r;npted t.o ma~e prohibition a national issue, and when you take 
mto consideration that the· prohibition candidate for President 
in 1912 received . only 206,275 votes in a contest where over 
15,000,000 votes . were cast, what excuse can you offer for ,your 
vote o!l this .resolu~ion that takes from the Federal Treasury 
one-th1r?- of Its ordinary revenue without malting provision to 
replace It? Unless 1\Iembers think more of their $7,500 personnl 
revenue ~han. they, do the reven~e of the Government they. will 
vote agamst It. 1:he complaint IS now that we 'have too many 
laws, _and many say that they are_ in the . interest of the . few, 
regardless of the welfare of the many. Every State legislature, 
every county organization, every municipality are grinding out 
laws. Is it any wonder that we have unrest.and strife in many 
parts of the country? With all the laws that have been passed 
we ha>e dissatisfaction, strikes, and explosions, labor . wars ·in 
Colorado, Michigan,-and West .Virginia, and a Socialistic Pm:ty 
that cast nearly 1,000,000 votes in the last presidential election 
for th~ Socialist .candidate for .President. Under the Constitu
tion the States have the power to prohibit the. manufacture and 
sale of intoxicating liquors. Under this amendment they pro
pose to take that power from the State and place it with the 
Federal Gover~ment. _You want tQ confer on Congress, by 
amendment, laws that were never dreamed of by the fathers; 
to take from the State the s~Yereign right to control its own 
affairs with respect to the · liquor traffic. There would b'e no 
United States if such a proposition had been made in the beO'in
ning. States. should be free to exercise their police· powero as 
they see fit. . .. 

A littl~ over a year ago Congress passed the Webb law, whicll 
gave to each State the right, if it so desired, to prohibit the 
shipment into that State . of intoxicating liquors. It.. wus con
tended then by the forces behind this resolution that with sucll 
a law the States could. control the situati9n. They put forth 
the argument that they did not believe the Federal Government 
had any right to say what the poHcy of the States should be. 
What they want to do now is to destroy the liqu·M traffic· re.: 
~ardless of the effect on investments or the ·revenue of the 
country. As a business man, deeply concerned in the industi'ial 
and cominercial .Prosperity of the Nation, I can not see how 
under ex.isting conditions a Member of this House can give his 
support to such an impractical, illogical, and, to my mind, pre
posterous propositi~n. · _ · ·- · ' · 

UNITED SOCIE.TU:S PROTEST. 

Let . me cnll your attention to .a res~lution by the United 
Societies for Local Self-Go>ernrnent of the City of Chicago 
bearing upon this matter: 
To the honomble the M embers of the House of R ep1·esentatives of th.~ 

United States in Congress assembled: 
The United Societies for Local Self-Government of the City of Chi

cago, Ill., organized in 1900, an organization embracing 781 men's socie
ties and 142 women's societies, with a total membership of 204,000 men 
and women, residents of the said city of Chicago, Ill., represents unto 
your honorable body that it is composed in large part of men and 
women of foreign birth or parentage, men and women, howevet•, thot'
oughly imbued with the spirit of those principles of liberty a nd f reedom 
which called this Republic into being. . . . -

This ot·ganization furth er represents unto your honorable body that 
two of the principal purposes for which it is organized are to promote 
local self-governrnent and personal Uberty. 

Both of these purposes we conceive to be inimical to the spirit of the 
proposed constitutional amendment offered by the· Hon. Mr. Honso:-r of 
.Alabama, as set forth in Honse joint resolution No. 16 , of the Sixty
third Congress, which seeks to pt·ohibit · absolutely the manufacture, 
sale, and importation of spirituous or a lcoholic liquors or beverages. 

We concehre the proposed amendment to the Constitution of our coun
tL·y to be an unwarrantable "in! ·ingement upon the personal liberty of the 
individual to eat and drink as he wiShes, and al o an infringement upori 
the principle of home rule-the right of each municipality · to regulate 
its internal affairs according to its own desires. -

We deny absolutely the conclusions contained in tbc preamble to 
Mr. Hobson's resolution, and point to the character of out· membership 
nnd the sturdJ, strong-fibered citizenship of the various countries of 
Europe in· which indulgence in spirituous beverages, such as malt 
liquors . and light wines, is common, as a palpable refutation of such 
conclusions. 

'1 
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Our membership e~braces many men and women who do not use alco
holic bevet·ages, but all of these, together with that portion of our 
membership which is accustomed to moderate indulgence in such 
beverages, are firm in support of the principle that, in compliance with 
such laws as are necc!"sary to preserve order and the publlc welfare, 
the right of every individual peaceably and peacefully to follow his 
own mode .of life and his own dPsires as to eating, drinking, and other 
personal matters, should not be abridged or hindered. 

We .~>ee with dismay the -continued insistence of a por.tion of the 
Nation to assume .a supervisory or paternal attitude of domination 
over the rest of the country, and we call to our aid the evidence of all 
history to the effect that such an attitude is subversive of true freedom 
and eventually leads to its downfall and the substitution of tyranny 
in its stead. 1 • 

1'he first manifestation of this is the division of society into classes 
or ot·ders-the foveming and the governed. Following quickly is the 
establishment o a State religion and the bitter and relentless persecu
tion of nonconformists. In the train of these comes a long array of 
impositions and tyrannies, for the principle of liberty being once 
departed from there is no end to the cYils which ensue. 

We do not believe It wise to change the organic law of the Nation 
lightly. · 'I.'he Constitut ion- is the bulwark of our liberties. The men 
who fashioned that remarkable document · have taken high place in the 
world's annals. The Constitution, since it was given to the world, has 
been generally recognized as · the greatest and most effective charter 
of freedom which bas been evolved since the beginning of time. Its 
safeguards have been ample in the past. They are not to be changed 
or abandoned as a matter of mere whim or caprice. , 

Furthermore, the very men who gave us the Constitution early 
recognized tilat a free nation must preserve unimpaired its rights 
to home rnle, to · local . self-government, in all matters in which national 
action is not absolutely essential. . . 

It was thls whlcb prompted the adoption of the tenth amendment, 
proposed· in the First Congress in 1789, and adopted in 1791, reading: 

"The powers not -delegated to .the United States. by the Constitution 
nor . prohibited by it . to the States, are t·eserved to the States re
spectively, or to the people." 

It was · in the very ·spirit of this amendment that President Wilson 
only a few days ago expressed himself . upon this question. He depre
cated its bei.ng dragged into - the arena of national politics, and wisely 
said that its settlement' should be ·a matter of local determination. · 

This is our • view p1·ec-isely. It ·-means that each community should, 
so .far as is _possible; _govern itself. · . . . . . , _ 

We recognize that abuses have grown up in relation to the liquor 
traffic. We have had recent evidence of the fact that abuses h-ave arisen 
in the conduct of many -lwanches of trade. · 

This, however, consti.tutes . no argument for the abolition of the 
liquor trade any more than it dces for the blotting out of all trade in 
which abuses have been shown. 

It is,. however, a goed argument for the proper regulation of the 
offending trades, and this we believe in thoroughly. . . 

We desh·e tberefol'e to reaffirm om· principle of belief in the least 
possible restriction of the liberty of the person and to make clear to 
your honorable body that we, as individuals and as an organization, 
are not primarily concerned in the mere matter of gratifying a taste, 
but in the larger question of being permitted peacefully to pUl'sue our 
ordinary customs and modes of life in lawful manner, unhampered by 
officious meddling or unjust and tyrannical laws. · 

Our position therefore is completely expressed in the following 
resolutions : 

" Resolved, That we, the United Societies for Local Self-Government 
of the City of Chicago, Ill., bandE'd fo1· the purpose of propagating 
and furthering · lawful liberty, fayorable to true temperance · and 
abhorring license, either of excess or restriction, denounce the proposed 
amendment · to the Constitution of the United 8tates offered by the 
Hon. ll.ICHliOr.-n P. HoBSON in House joi.nt resolution •No. 168 as a blow 
at liberty, as unwarranted and -unwarrantable interference ·with the 
inalienable- right of American citizens peaceably to pursue their accus- · 
tomed modes of life, as the forerunner of the domination of the many 
by the few, as vicious in ·principle and undemocratic in practice; and 

"Resolved, That we call upon all men and women of this Nation by 
whom the principles enunciated, fought for and established by the 
founders of this Republic are held dear to battle earnestly against this 
proposed injustice and infringement .upon ti·ue freedom, and especially 
appeal to the Members of the Congress of the Nation to defeat this 
proposed usurpation of the popular rights; and 

"Resolv ed further~ That the members of thls organization employ all 
possible lawful and honorable means to make clear to the Congress that 
it is the sense of the majority of the people of the Nation and the 
unanimous sense of the intelligent, liberty-loving portion of the people 
of the country that the proposed amendme~t · to the Constitution is an 
act of usurpation and tyranny, is retrogressive, and in opposition to true 
liberty, and is not tolerable In a really free Nation of free citizens' and 
instl tu tlons." 

Attest: 

THE UNITED SOCIETIES FOR LOC.aL SELF-GOVEB::-IMENT 
OF CHICAGO, ILL. 

. By GEORGE LANDAU, President, 

ANTON CERMAK, Secretary. 

PRESIDENT'S ATTITUDE. 

And now I desire to direct your attention· to the personal 
views of President Wilson, in a letter written iii ·1911, while 
governor of New Jersey, to the Rev: Thomas B. Shannon, of 
Newark, N. J. : 

I am in favor of local option. I am a thorough believer in local 
self-government, and believe that every self-goveming commi.mity which 
constitutes a social unit should have the right to control the - mattel' 
of the regulation or the withholding of licenses. 

But the questions Involved are social and moral, and are not sus
ceptible of being made parts of a party program. Whenever they have 
been made the subject matter of party contests they have cut the 
lines of party . organization and party action athwart to the uttet· con
fusion of political aetion In every other field. They have thrown every' 
other question, however important; into the background, and have· made 
construct~ve party action Impossible for l?n~ year~ together. . 

PUBLIC SENTIMENT MUST FAVOR IT. 

In closing these r.emarks r· ron n~t ~ive better e~presslon 
to my views than to quote the language of . the Virginia . As~o
ciatiol! for Local Self-Government, which follows: 

We stand on the fundamental principle of local self-government, and 
we believe that as the State is the unit in the Federal system, so the 
counties f_nd cities should stand in - a similar relation to the State. 
Reaffirming our faith in the Declarati9n of Independence, that the just 
powers of the Government are derived from the consent of the gov
e~ned, we concede to every county and to every city in the State the 
right to regulate its own internal affairs in the manner .best suited to 
its needs, being firmly convinced that no people will be happy and 
prosperous where one section forces upon another section laws which 
at·e .not supported by the preponderant public sentiment of such section. 

Smce experience teaches that where the majority of the · citizens In 
such subdivisio~s do not ar>prove of prohibition, the ends of temper-. 
ance and morality can best be subserved by the lawful sale of liquor 
therein under strict regulations. 

[Applause.] 
Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker. I yield 25 min'utes to the gentle

man from Indiana [Mr. MORRISON]. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I have listened with great pleasure to the pending. debate, to
gether with the accompanying declamations and orations. They 
have all been entertaining, some of them interesting. I have 
heard several men make speeches to-day who are new in the 
business. I can tell them as soon as they get onto their feet. 
When one of these men takes the floor the first thing he says 
is that here in the House all men are divided into two classes. 
He says that those who are for the Hobson resolution are good 
men and are the enemies of the saloon and the liquor traffic. 
He says that those who are against the Hobson resolution are 
bad men and ·are friends of the saloon and the liquor traffic. 
These men doubtless believe what they say, or think they do.· 
The trouble is that they are just now so scared that while they 
are_ aw_ak~ they .are indulging in legi~lative hors,eplay and they 
are devotmg their sleeping hours to political nightmares. That 
makes a mighty bad cross. - , · . 

So you are going to classify men on the floor of this House, 
and they are to be good or bad, according to their vote on 
the _Hobson resolution. ~orne of you . will sincerely classify 
them that way, but it w1ll be because you do not know the 
game. You _have never paid the price of knowledge, and no 
.tnan knows who has not paid the price. No man has paid the 
price who has _not fought in the cause and. been pers~cuted by 
the national. prohibitionists on the one hand and the saloon 
keepers on the other h:lJld, at the same time. Oh, you tE;nder
feet !· I can recognize you, and you do not know what you are 
talking about. They say they will ciassify us. Will they'! I 
have asked newspaper men about the Indianu, qelegaticn, but I 
have not poll~d the delegation · myself. If you want to know: 
the truth, just ask the Indiana newspaper -men. In the first 
place ·they J;now, nnd in the second place they know· how ·to 
find out-or, rather, in the first place they know how to find 
out, and in the second place they know. They tell me that the 
Indiana delegation will vote solidly against the Hobson reso
lution. 

It i~ often said that Indiana is a pivotal State, and, politi
cally s~aking, that is true; but the Democracy of lndia,na is 
not set on a pivot. It is not of the wea,ther-vane variety. We 
were brought up at the feet of such Democrats as Thomas A: 
Hendricks, Daniel W. Voorhees, Joseph E. McDonald, and David 
Turpie. We were taught to be~ieye, and do believe, that the 
Republic is a sovereign Nation, an indissoluble Union of sov
ereign and indestructible States. We believe that the Nation 
is sovereign, supreme, a:p.d exclusive in the . exercise of the 
powers delegated to the Federal Government by th-e Constitu
tion of the United States. We believe that each State is sov
ereign, supreme, and exclusive in the exercise of the powers 
which the Constitution reserves to the States. We believe that 
the wisdom of the fathei·s in the division of the powers of gov
erp.~~nt between _the Natton an<i; the. States was almost super
human. It was, at least, the perfection of human reason, based 
on accurate and -profoundly philosophic knowledge of the pre
vious history of all of the nations of the earth. 
· Being thus thoroughly grounde_d in first principles, we do not 
take to the tall · timber every time a sudden wave of sentiment 
sweeps qver the country in favor of accomplishing a popular_ 
reform by_ an impossible method. : Certain Members · of this· 
House· profess to be amazed that the 13 Democrats from Indiana 
should all be of one mind, while the Democrats of the :mlicl 
South,ar~ literally torn to pieces. I have given you the re.asons 
why we are not stampeded. I do not undertake to characterize 
or -exp!~in the actions of oth~r· men. 

Under our Co.nstitution the power to regulate or prohibit the 
manufactu!·e, s~le, and _ use of intoxicating liquors is, and has 
always b~en, -ye~t~ exclusively in the several States ·as a part 
of the general police power, which also is vested exclusively in, 
the States. By the same Constitution the power to regulate the 
i~po~·tation of intox~cat~ng liquors into a State is, and bas 
always beep, vested exclusively in the Federal Government ns 

. a -parf'of its general and exclus~ve .Power to regulate interstate 



586 CONG-RESSIONAL RECORD-' HOUSE: 

and foreign commerce . . The Federal Government has no general 
police power. It has the power to make certain regulations and 
exercise certain powers which are of the nature of police regu
~ations a~d police power, ~ut they must be limited to tbe par
ticular subjects power over which is by tbe Constitution vested 
in the Federal Government. As a logical re ult the Federal 
Government bas neither police officers nor police courts in the 
sense in which those words are commonly used and under
stood. 

As long as a Member keeps in mind these simple and: funda
mental truths he can not be seriously tempted to support the 
Hobson resolution. If be believes that it ought to be within 
the power of the people to prohibit the manufacture and sale of 
intoxicating liquor, be can not refuse to support House joint 
resolution-No. 389, unless he ·also believes that the Congress bas 
the power now to enact its provisions into a valid and effective 
Federal statute, as does at least one member of. the Indiana 
delegation. . 

Those who do not know the R~presentatives from Indiana or 
the history of Indiana politics may be inclined to look upon ~s 
as- a typical " wet bunch." Nothing could be further from the 
truth. Of our 13 men at least 10 are total abstainers. We 
have no Member who ever takes a drink except in a social way 
at long_ intervals and in modest quantities. A little while ago 
a man offered to make a bet with me that he could. find a 
vociferous advocate of the Hobson resolution-and he would 
not go far to find him-who single handed and alone · consumes 
more intoxicating liquors in 12 months than all 13 Democrats. 
:from Indiana would consume in 12 years. I refused to ta.ke 
the bet. 

There is nothing in the history of Indiana politics to induce 
us to favor the brewers and di tillers. Beginning as early as 
1886 the wet vote of Indiana wa. cast almost solidly for Re-
1\Ublican. nominees at State, county, and municipal elections 
with almost unbroken uniformity until 1908. In that· year the 
boys were told that it was best to divide their votes according 
to their . several partisan predilections. That policy was pur
sued in 1908, uno, and 1912. In the campaign of 1914 there 
was a very definite and strong tendency of the wet vote back 
toward its old attitude arid policy. It so happens that the 
present Representatives from Indian_!l, all Democrats, all know 
that the "Big Ones" among the brewers · and distillers have 
already sent out the reeoinmendation that the wet vote of the 
State be cast solidly for Republican nomin_ees in the 1916 and 
subsequent campaigns, and until further notice. 

The Indiana delegatio-n will furnish more than its- share _of 
the necessary two-thirds v-ote to write the provisi_pns Qf House 
joint resolution No. 389 into the Federal Constitution, thereby 
making the nine prohibition States of the Union at once ac
tually and completely dry, establishing such a condition for 1;:Q.e 
first time in the history of temperance legislation in the United 
States. It would also make it within the power of the people 
of evel-y other State to ·become actually and completely dry 
just as soon as . public sentiment shall become strong enough 
to write and enforce constitutional or statutory legislation for 
that purpose. This would strengthen tbe temperance cause at 
its one weak spot and silence forever tile ill-advised demand 
for so-called national prohibition. Indiana presents to you a 
remedy that is in line with correct principles and will in actual 
practice be easily workable and thoroughly effective. Indiana 
furnishes more than its share of the votes necessary to write 
this remedy into the fundamental law of the Republic. And 
yet we do not presume to criticize any professional politician 
who is under coercion until be is. scared almost literally to 
death simply because he really thinks that he thin.ks that we 
are all bad men. 

I said a little while ago that I had enjoyed this day's expe
rience immensely, including the denunciation it has brought. 
I did not enjoy. it the first time I went through this experience, 
but ! 1 have ,been in the harness more than three decades. In 
my own community I have suffered-for conscience sake on the 
temperance. question. We have had there no temperance fight 
fn more than three -decades in whU!h I did not bear a share. I 
haYe nev-er been able to satisfy the demands of the national pro
hibitionists. They are · most excellent people. Their lives are 
exceptionally clean and they keep themselves severely--free from 
just criticism. You could• not eliminate them from a com
munity without lowering very. greatly the moral tone of the 
communicy. An orthodox national prohibitionist sees no virtue 
in any legislative temperance· reform except an amendment to 
the Federal Constitution. He religiously believes that if · an 
amendment properly or improper-ly denominated a prohibition 
amendment were · written into . the Federal Constitution tbe 
manufacture, sale, and use of intoxicating liquors would cease 
at once· aud· the long, hard! struggle for temperance-- reform 

would ~e at an end. If you ask him by what ~eans his pr:o~ 
posed amendment is to be enforced, he scorns your impudence; 
If you suggest to him that the particular amendment be is advo
cating will be as ineffectual as a piece of blan.k paper, his one 
answer is that you are friendly to the li<l'!lor interests and an 
enemy to the cause of temperance. I have for national prohi .. 
bitionists great respect. I love them all and love them all the 
time. At times t:qey love me not. 

In times past I have helped to win substantial victories for 
the cause of temperance. I never in my life helped to win such 
a victory when we did not have at the same time the opposition 
of the national prohibitionists and the opposition of the liquor 
dealers. The national prohibitionists religiously believe that 
eYery other form of activity in the name of temperance is a be
trayal of the cause and is useful only to postpone the day of , 
their own genuine reform. The liquor dealers are afraid of any 
temperance reform by which their enemies seek to do the pos
sible. If, tl;lerefore. you are right· and practical, the national 
prohibitionists and the so-called National Liquor Trust are both 
against you. If they are both for you, as they appea~: to be 
for the present consideration of. the Hobson resolution, you are 
wrong. This is an infallible test. Once we were engaged in a 
fight tq ma.ke my native city and county dry, and we succeeded. 
They have both been dry ever since. That fight was made under 
tbe leadership of the Antisaloon League, whose officers I see 
sitting yonder in the gallery, and in that fight the national prohl- . 
~itionists ~enounced both th~m and us because we were engaged ~ 
m something le~s, or more. according to one's" opinion, than a 
sh·uggle for national prohibition. 

Ob, if you. men bad had more experience, if this were not the 
first time you were ever under fire, you would not allow your
selves to be stampeded. Tbere are a lot of men who do not 
know just now how they are going to >ote. A lot of you did not 
know an hour ago how you were going to vote, but think that 
you know now. T.he trouble is that you are stampeded· and are 
trying to reform under fire. 

Now let me say a word. about the gentleman from Alabama, 
Capt. HoBSON, for-fear I forget it. He·has a great speech called ' 
"The great destroyer;." I have sent many copies into my own 
district and hope to send many more. He bas been generous 
and thoroughly unselfish in the distribution of hi speech. The · 
.Chautauqua. circuit bas given him no fame; he has made it 
famous. This resolution has· given bim no· fame; be has made 
it famous and has given to it a credit before the country to 
which it is not entitled. The country owes him a debt of" grati
tude, because. he bas performed a great service and made a 
great speech. The Members 'of this House, however, owe him a 
grudge, because he has made this day, December 22, 1914, a day 
that will g~ down in hiStory as the day of the " Slaughter of 
the innocents." More · than a hundred of us are dead now. 
Some of us know it, and others do not. 

I have said all of. these things to the gentleman from Alabama 
in private conversation, but I desire to repeat them publicly. 
His was a great speech, but .that portion of it which relates to 
his proposed remedy is unsafe and unwise. I do not criticize 
him for that, for he is about as likely to have a valuable opinion 
upon the proper construction and the prpbable effect of a con- . 
stitutional amendment as a great lawyer would be to ba ve a 
valuable opinion upon the proper construction and ·probable 
efficiency of a battleship. · 

At the risk. of violating w_ell-settled r.ules of propriety, I feel 
constrained to say a few things p~rsonal to myself. In the old 
days a lad could join the, Good Templars at the age of 12 years. 
At that _age I joined, took the Pledge, and have kept it re
ligiously to this ~our. At the age of 16 L made my first public 
speech, a declaration of deathless enmity to " Kin'g AlcohoJ " 
and his hosts. In the State of Indiana our first law by whi.ch 
tha people were. enabled. to drive out the licensed-saloon was our 
~emoristrance la:w. All the saloons in the city, except two, were 
in the ward in which I live. That made our. ward t'Qe battle 
field and our success or failure the supreme test. I signed tbe 
first remonstrance that was gotten out. At that time no other 
professional man, no merchant, and no banker was willing to 
put his name upon the remonstrance. The liquor dealers were 
sorely offended arid denounced me openly as I passed along the 
streets. In 1908 every Democrat in the ninth district of In
diana who was willing to be defeated bad, been nominated and 
def~ated. No one desii·ed the nomination that Yf3lll'\ Yy, Demo
cratic. friends said to me, "You take it. You owe that much to 
the party and you must make the race." It· became manifest 
that my name was to go upon the ticket. They asked me to
write the platform, an9- I ' did. I wrote two pHmks-. on _the tem
perance question. · One of tliem called for prohibition· in the Di 
trict of Columbia. The other. called. for appropriate legijjlntir& 
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action to make it impossible to evade or nullify the temperance 
laws of the several States by the importation of intoxicating 
liquors into the States. I made the fight in 1908 .on that plat
form, at a time when it looked as though I was riding into the 
very mouth of an open political grave. .Many of you men never 
'faced fire until now, and you think that you are now facing 
real fire; maybe you are. 

I yoted for the Webb law, and am glad that I did. It invokes 
a correct principle and takes a very short step in the right di
rection in which my platform of 1908 pledged me to go all the 
.way. I voted for the Jones-Works law. I am glad that I did, 
and yet I am almost sorry, because I am sure that one of these 
days many scandals will grow out of its administration. I 
voted for an increase in the internal-revenue tax on beer, and l. 
am glad I did. 

In order to make the tax on the n1cobolic content of beer 
equal to the present rate on the alcoholic content of whisky the 
new rate would have to be $2.48 per barrel. I voted to increase 
it' to $1.75, and am sorry I did not get to vote to make it $2.50. 
After making this record, I went home to the campaign of 1914. 
To speak more accurately, I went home after the campaign of 
1914. Here is the truth about it: If we do not get out of this 
foolish habit of being in session 11 months 3 weeks and 3 days 
out of every year some insidious lobby that operates from Wash· 
in.gton back through our districts will one day fool all of our 
constituents at one time, and we will all be left at home. 
What did I find in the camrmign? The Republican~ are the 
shrewdest politicians on earth. They had nominated against 
me the legal adviser and hired attorney of the retail liquor 
dealers of the district. His friends said that he was for the 
Hobson resolution, and I ·think be is. They said that I was 
against it, and I am. You can see at once what happened to· 
me. They played both ends against the middle, and nothing 
·but an overruling Providence saved me from the defeat that 
had been planned by this unholy alliance . . Republicans pointed 
to the fact that I had voted to increase the tax on beer. To 
ministers of the gospel and other temperance leaders they said: 
"This new tax is a bribe to the. Congress to perpetuate the 
business of making and selling intoxicating liquors." These 
statements sounded like an argument and cost me many votes. 
To the men who sell beer and to those who drink it they said: 
"This is a new tax on your business and on your liquid bread." 
They belieYed it and Yoted ngainst me. I had seven days in 
which to canvass the eight counties of the ninth Indiana dis
trict. I had five minutes to each speech. When the time was 
exhausted the county chairman, with his watch ·in his hand, 
would say, ''The time is up," and we started for the next town. 
As I started to speak some com:tituent of mine would say, "In 
_the platform of 1908, did you not declare for prohibition in the 
District of Columbia?" I answered "Yes''; to which he replied, 
"They tell me you have 300 saloons in the city of Washington. 
Did you vote for that law? " I answered, " Yes. I will tell you 
how I came to vote for it. The Anti-Saloon League had that bill 
in charge. When I urged straight-out prohibition they said: 
'Don't you do that; you will be playing into the hands of our. 
enemies.'" They sent telegrams back into my district, as they 
are now doing, and urged the temperance people of the district to 
demand that I give support to the Jones-Works bill. I assumed 
that the ministers of the gospel, church congregations, and 
other friends of the cause of temperance knew that the Jones
Works bill provided for hundreds of licensed saloons in the 
Capital City of the Nation. In my inexperience and unreason
ing anxiety to respond to the popular will of my district the 
lobby was able thus by indirection to force me to ren~:mnce 
my platform declaration in favor of prohibitiofi for the District 
of Columbia and to vote for the Jones-Works bill, under which 
licenses have been issued to practically 300 saloons. The dis
trict that I haYe the honor to represent is completely dry, 
with the exception of two of the smaller cities. I am informed 
that the sentiment of these two cities has grown so strong that 
they will both be Yoted dry at the first opportunity. In the 
·ninth district of Indiana. except in the two cities to which I 
have · referred, it is a crime to sell Near Beer eyen to mature 
men. Here in Washington, under the Jones-Works law, grocers 
sell Near Beer, Frazzle, Home Brew, and other brands of low
grade beers to men, women, and children as freely as they 
·sell to them their bread and meat; and yet the same Anti
·saloon League that put over the Jones-Works law is asking 
the people of 48 States to give up their own police powers and 
to turn over the entire work of the enforcement of temperance 
l_egislatlon to the American Congress. The people back in 
Indiana wonder why we, the Members of ·Congress, and the 
officers of the Anti-Saloon . League are against the licensed 
saloon back in Indiana, where our constituents live all year, 

and favor licensed saloons here in Washington, where we stay 
all year. I do not wonder that they wonder why. 

As against the questions that were being asked me in the · 
campaign, my only plea was in confession and avoidance: 
Under the practice the confession precedes the a voidance. The 
confession used up all my time and I had no chance to state 
my real defense, which is that the temperance organization 
beguiled my constituents into coercing me to vote for the Jones
Works bill. 

At another time a constituent would ask, "Did you not Ray 
that you would fix it so that the State constitution and laws 
could not be evaded by interstate shipment of intoxicating 
liquors?" I replied that J did not promise so much as that, but 
did say that I would favor appropriate action to that end. The 
next question was, "Did you favor such appropriate action?" 
I replied, "Yes; in a limited sense.'' His next was, ''Did you 
Yote for the Webb bill?" I replied, "Yes.'' Again he asked, 
" ·why did you not vote for a law tha.t would do the business? " 
By that time my time was up, and I ha.d no chance to explain 
that the Allti-Saloon League had said that the Webb bill was the 
best legislation within our power. I thought they said that it 
was the best the Congress has the constitutional power to enact . . 
A few days ago they explained to me that that was not what 
they me:1nt, but what they meant was that the Webb law 
is the best law they had the powet· to induce the Members of 
the Congress to vote for. I do not ahallenge the correctness of 
their present statement; although I confess that it came as a 
great surprise to me. Again the people of the ninth Indiana 
d.!strict sent resolutions, petitions, letters, and telegrams urging 
me to follow the lead of the Anti-Saloon League, ~ltbough they 
knew that I had publicly declared for the broad provisions now 
set forth in House joint resolution No. 389. For reasons which 
all of you appreciate to-day as never before, I voted for the 
Webb law. It involves a correct principle, but it does not go far 
enough. I have twice followed the Anti-Saloon Le.ague, and 
they haye twice led me to cast votes which haYe in turn led the 
temperance people of the ninth district to ask me questions 
that can not be answered in five minutes, and these questions 
came near costing_me my political life. 

To-day the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBSON] made a 
speech that was a great disappointment to me, because I had 
expected him to state by what means the friends of the Hobson 
resolution expected its provisions to be enforced. I do not tWnk 
that it can be made to work. I have waited all day for some 
friend of the resolution to explain to the House the manner of 
its enforcement. · I desire to touch upon three points made by 
the gentleman from Alabama. His first point was that .eyery 
State has the absolute right to be dry, because it thereby hurts 
no other State. His second statement was that no St:1te has a 
right to be wet, because it thereby hurts other States, making it 
impossible for them to be dry. I do not quarrel with his state
ment of fact·, his logic, or his morals as contained in these 
statements. He bas simply stated more concisely than I have 
been able to do a conYiction I haYe had for many years. 

Some day, after the excitement of this day's performances 
bas died away, I am going to ask him to read over very care
fully the provisions of House joint resolution No. 389. It fur
nishes a simple, direct, and complete cure for the one defect 
he bas pointed out. If the temperance forces now in control of 
this House were to put themselves back of House joint resolu
tion Ko. 389. they could write its words into the Federal Con
stitution in less than two years. If the contention of the Anti
Saloon League be correct, and if the Congress has the present 
power by a majority vote to enact the provisions of House joint 
resolution No. S89 into a . valid Federal statute, then and in 
that event the Anti-Saloon League, with its undisputed control 
of a majority of the votes in the two Houses of the Congress, 
has the present power to accomplish completely between now 
and March 4, 1915, the only national element there is in the 
movement for temperance ·reform legislation. It has the pres
ent power to procure between now and l\farch 4 the necessary 
legislative nction, if their contention be well founded, to make 
the nine prohibition States of the Union actually and com
pletely dry, so dry that certain gentlemen will hereafter come 
down to the city of Washington "spitting cotton." 

The second contention of the gentleman from Alabama was 
that the preventable harm which we seek to prevent is the 
harm to boys and to young men. and that this harm is not 
accomplished by the distillers and ·brewers nor by the whole
salers nor yet by the retailers, but is done by the bootle(J'gers. 
He believes that his resolution is aimed directly at bootleggers. 
I am sure that he is perfectly sincere, and yet there is no man 
who has studied this question and has learned by practical tern.: 
perance work out in the field who does not know that the first 
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result of -the Hobson resolution would be immensely ·to inc1·ease 
the numbers of bootleggers. 

The third proposition made by the gentleman from Alabama 
is that the temperance people hnve traced the evils of intem
perance back to their original source and have found that the 
original source of all our troubles is the National Liquor Trust. 
I wish that I were abl~ to believe that the discovery which 
these gentlemen think they have made was a genuine discovery. 
I do not impugn the gentleman's motive. I know that he is 
just as earnest as any man ever was in behalf of a p~oposition 
thn t was dead wrong. I decided to go back myself and try to 
find out where this thing actually did start. The earliest rec
ord I could find is Genesis, the ninth chapter and twentieth and 
twenty-first verses: 

.And Noah began to be a husbandman, and he planted a vineyard; 
nnd be drank of the wine and was drunken. 

The biblical account is necessarily fragmentary. Of course, 
1t could not tell everyth.ing, but it told enough to show that 
Noah blamed everybody but himself. I know exactly what he 
did, because I am a student of human nature and of current 
eTents. As sooh as Noah discovered that he was caught he con
cluded that he would capitalize his own naughtiness. He or
ganized a Chautauqua circuit and went into the business of re
forming the lives of other men at so many hundred dollars 
per hour. In his speech he explained that his sin and his 
humiliation were brought ubout by the connivance of the bar
tender in the saloon around the corner. Now, of course, there 
was no corner, there was no saloon, and there was no bartender. 
But •that did not affect the manner or the matter of his speech. 
w·hen a professional reformer makes a speech he evolves his 
facts to suit his needs, much as a spider is said to weave each 
time a web of the exact length and strength to meet the de
mands of his then present necessities. Nobody ever-lived in a 
better environment than did Noah. It was specially prepared 
for him, and yet I am sure that I can -almost reproduce the 
Chautauqua speech that he made. 

Now, what is the trouble? The brewers and distillers say 
that 82 per cent of adult males like tile taste or the effect of 
intoxicating liquor, and that at intervals longer or shorter they 
just will have it. They assert that the so-called temperance 
fight is not a fight against brewers, distillers, and dealers, but 
is in reality a fight against the social habits and customs of -a 
majority of the people of the United States. I think their 
figures are somewhat too high. I express no opinion .as to the 
}Jroportion of adult males who, occasionally or otherwise, in 
moderation or otherwise, drink intoxicating liquors · as a bev
erage. The number is distressingly large, and yet I am sure 
that the proportion is smaller to-day than it has ever been. I 
am also convinced that the proportion has been growing smaller, 
is growing smaller, and will continue to grow smaller, Hobson 
resolution or no Hobsqn resolution. It is the drunkard that 
makes the temperance problem of so great public interest, but 
it is the moderate drinker who makes the problem so difficult 
of solution. We must almost always fight him in the dark. He 
is often of our own ranks, and sometimes he is in command of 
our own- forces. If we had nothing to fight except the distillers 
and the brewers and the rum sellers and the drunkards, we 
could crush them n.ll as a man crushes an eggshell. What, then, 
is the trouble? I answer, Human nature. You can set this 
down as a general principle, that whenever you understand the 
human nature of a situation you understand the situation. 
'.rhe human nature of a situation is the situation. 

A man said to me the other day-I think his figures were 
grossly excessive-that if you were to choose at random 10 
men out of the ranks of the men who had just participated in 
a successful local temperance fight and were to go with them 
on a three-day fishing trip, you would find that eight out of the 
ten had brought with them in their valises a remedy for snake 
bite. I do not believe that these figures are correct. I am 
sure they are too high on general ,principles. Besides, I am 
convinced that my friend left out of the account one item 
that is important. It is a well-known fact that a .temperance 
orator rarely drinks intoxicating liquor in company out of the 
bottle that he himself carries. I can not give more time to the 
deep and final philosophy of this problem. 

I am going to discuss the Anti-Saloon League, although I have 
not time to do that adequately. I have a grievance against 
them, because, as I said, they have misled me twice and are 
trying to mislead me the thirq time; but they can not do it. 
Do you know, 1\Ir. Speaker, that I was about to say some 
very unkind things of them. If this speech had come five days 
ago, I would probably have said some things that I should 
have regretted. In the meantime, I have had a conference with 
them, and I find that I was wrong. l would have said of them, 

if I had -n<>t communicated with them, that thiS is a strange 
situ~tion-the distillers and the brewers combining with the 
Anti-Saloon League ·to get this bill reported out of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, and then combining with the same men 
to get a special rule out of the Committee on Rules for its 
consideration; each of ·tbem evidently think that such action 
was the best for his own organization. 

I had intended to make an appeal to you in behalf of my own 
resolution, House joint resolution No. 389. It had been my 
purpose, Mr. Speaker, to say, "I nsk you in all seriousness 
to ado1Jt House joint resolution No. 389, and save the men 
women, and children of this country from the red hand of thi~ 
unholy alliance." _I will not say that now, because of what I 
have learned in the meantime. I had intended to make an
other appeal to you, which I would not now be willing to ruake . 
I was about to say, "Let us refuse to commit the temperance 
forces of the country to the Hobson resolution, thereby be
traying the cause of genuine temperance reform as a joint 
trophy into the careless hands of professional reformers and 
the bloody hands of the brewers and distillers." I would 
not make that appeal now, because they have assured me that, 
while the' friends of the brewers and distillers did use all of 
their ·power to get this resolution out of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, the friends of the resolution did not need their help, 
because they had ·power enough themselves without any help. 
They have also assured me that, while the friends of the brew
ers and distillers did use all their power to help to get the 
Hobson resolution out of the Committee on Rules, the friends 
of the resolution did not need their help, but had within them
selves the power to procure the special rule under which we are 
now acting. Thus it is asserted that there was no cooperation 
between these contending forces. Far be it from me now to 
say that there was. I feel entirely justified, however, in say- -
ing that there was, at least, a " suspicious contemporaneous
ness"- in the parallel activities of these two organizations 
seeking not a common but the same result. 

Now, I would have you know that I like the officers of the 
Anti-Saloon League. Lest I be in anywise misunderstood, I 
now -declare in truth and soberness that I know them person
ally, and have unlimited -faith in their .integrity, ability, and 
good intentions. I beg you to remember in their behalf, how
ever, that they, too, are upon the pay roll, and that sometimes 
an unhappy situation gets as completely beyond their control, 
as is the situation here in this Bouse to-day beyond the control 
of its 1\Iembers. 

.I used to contribute by their card aystem in a small way. I 
was a candidate in the campaign of 1908 and had a contribution 
card then in force. They sent a man into my district to WOl'k 
against me, thereby temporarily alienating my affections. 
When the State superintendent next occupied the pulpit in our 
local church and asked for subscriptions I did not sign the card. 
I simply put the money into a blank envelope and put it upon 
the plate. When the meeting was over I explained my action 
to State Superintendent Shoemaker. I wanted the league to 
live for the good things it did, but I was unwilling to create 
written evidence to prove that I was in any way responsible for 
the unwise things they sometimes did, some of which were 
utterly indefensible. -

The officers of the Anti-Saloon League ha\e treated me with 
great consideration and courtesy, and I am grateful to them. 
The other day they called me into a conference. They said : 
"Now, you are on the wrong track. The Congress has the 
power now to do by statute everything that you are seeking to 
do by an amendment to the Constitution." I said, "Why did not 
you tell me hllat when we had up the Webb bill? You knew 
that I came here pledged to the provisions of the resolution that 
I now present. I understood you then to say that we did not 
have the power to do the things provided for in House joint 
resolution No. 389." They replied: "Oh, that was not what 
we said. We said that the Congress had the power to do it, but 
that it was not wise at that time to attempt to go so far." They, 
further said: "If you will withdraw your proposition as a sub
stitute .and offer it as a bill, we will be for it." I asked, " Will 
you be for it just as it is written?" They replied, " Oh, yes." 

Since then somebody-perhaps not they ; I can not nlways 
trace the influences-somebody has sent telegrams into my dis
trict, and I am getting telegrams back from the district, all in 
about the same words, saying: "Your proposed resolution is 
already within the power of Congress, and if you will withdraw 
it as an amendment and offer it as a bill, the Anti-Saloon 
organization will go back of it." -

I have told you what these gentlemen said 'to me out In yon· 
der corridor within five days. In our morning mail each of us 
found n letter signed by the officers of the Anti-Saloon League~ 
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1 interpret !lt as an attempt to soften down tne words they I ask -you to consider these 1>lain and direct provisions which 
spok-e to me ·and hedge against the fu~re. Permit me to -re.ad House joint resolution No. 389 seeks to write into the Federal 
to you the paragraph of this letter which relates to House jomt Constitution as ·a new artiCle thereof: 
resolution No . . 389: SECTION 1. The importation of any spirituous, vi.nous, malted, •fer-

mented, or other intoxicating liquors into any State of the United 
No doubt amendments wm be offered. As we understand it, a sub· States, or into the District of Columbia. or into the Territory of Alaska, 

stltute will be offered by ·Mr. MORRrso~,- of Indiana, to submit an amend· from any other State, District . .Territory, .CDuntry, place, or region, 
ment to the Federal Constitution to prohibit intoxicating liquors as domestic or foreign, is 'forever prohibited. 
articles of interstate commerce. ·We can not ~favor the resolution of SEC. 2. It shall be the ·duty of the Congress from time to ttme to 
M.r. MORRISO~ as a constitutional 1Ullendment. Congress already bas enact appropriate legislation .for the efl'.ective enforcement of ·the provi.
power to prohibit intoxicattng liquors as articles of interstate co~merce sions of this article. 
without amending the Constitution. -Why amend the Constitution ·to .I respectfuH..-. submit that there will be no difficulty .in deter-give authority to do that which the Congress can d"O now? If -the .u..r 
friends of the Morrison resolution will introduce the proposition ..as .a mining the meaning of the language of this proposed amend
bill, properly drafted so n.s to apply to ~ipments tor beverage purposes, ment, nor will it be ,di:fficult to determine in any case whether 
we feel sure that the organized prohibition and temperance forces will the intoxicating liquors offered for shipment into a State come 
give it support. within the inhibition of the proposed amendment. 

This _paragraph of the letter sent out this morning by the Jn the .prepartion of .remedial legislation it was formerly the 
Anti-Saloon League asserts .in its first .lines that ·congress has custom .{)f lawgivers to consider •first the law already upon the 
the present Constitutional power . to do all that 1 ask to _have statute books and then the evil that had grown up under such 
done. It concludes t,y promising to give support to my resolu- law or in spite of Jt. _They then undertook to enact a Temedial 
tion if introduced " as a bill pro_perly drafted so as to apply to statute that ,would overcome the defect of existing law and sup
shipments for beverage purposes." :My proposition includes all press the evil ·it had not been sufficient to prevent. In the 
intoxicating liquors. They suggest that it be modified to in- present temperance situation there is but -one weak spot. Each 
elude only intoxicating liquors to be used at some future time State has exclusive power over the manufacture, sale, and use 
for beverage purposes. The exceptions to the -rule make the of intoxicating liquors within its borders, subject only to the 
rule impossible of practical enforcement~ l\~y proposition is power which is ;often used to evade ·Stat-e constitutions and laws 
made ,broad , and all inclusive in .oriler that 'it may be easily by the importation of rintoxieating liguors as articles of inter
capable of enforcement. .The gentlemen who wrote the letter state commerce. House joint resolution No. 389 is plainly suffi
to which I have referred appear to be in .favor of any tem- cient .to end forever this abuse. The Federal Government 
perance legislation that can not be enforced. It is evident that has all:eady ,complete control of the lntel!state and foreign COJl!· 
the trouble with my proposition .is that it is simple and direct ·merce, through ·which alone importations can be made. 
:ind will work. Irhe officers of the Anti-Saloon League do not deny that im-

l\Iy proposition, briefly stated, is this: Write into ·the .Feilera1 portation of intoxicating liquors into a .State is the one element 
Constitution a provision prohibiting .the importation ·of any of the ·present ,situation that the several States are unable .fully 
knd of intoxicating liquors into any · State, .from any plac.e, at to meet. They do not deny that the provision of House joint 
any time, by any person, for any purpose. Oh, I do not blame resolution No . .389 will accomplish eve~ything needed to make 
the gentleman from North Carolina for saying that House joint the pow.er of the several -states absolute and complete. They 
resolution No. 389 is more drastic .than the Hobson resolution. seek to discredit .my proposition by ·asserting that the Congress 
It was intended to be. I want to mri.ke intoxicating liquor an has now all of the power which this .resolution seeks to confer 
outlaw· in interstate and foreign commerce. I want to write upon .it. In :the first Place, 1 seriously .doubt tbe existence of 
into the 'Federal Constitution a si!Qple provision that will put so .gl!eat .power ·in the Congress. If the _power does not exis4 
back of the cause of temperance all the J)ower the Federal Gov- 1t is not denied ·but that the adoption of this resolution will 
ernment has, and the only machine Jt has or ought to have that confer all the .powe1· that is neeiled. If .the power does, in fact, 
can be made ayallable to strengthen the cause of temperance at exist in the Congre£S to-day, the .Anti-.Suloon League has a 
the only point at which the States .have a right to ask the .Fed- most difficult defense to make before i:lie American people. 
eral Government for its aid. I want to make it easily possible The "State .<)f Kansas has been nominally d-ry -Tor man~ yenxs. 
for any State to be actually and completely dry as -soon and :as Its Representatives ·ha.v_e admitted upon this ·flo01: to-day that 
Joilg as the _peo_ple of the State want it to he. The Hobson reso- it is not actually -dl:y, because its .constitution .and laws are 
lution is said to be sufficient for the purpose .I have in .niind. continmilly .evaded and nullified by . the importation of intox1-
House joint -resolution No. 1.6S, .the· particular Hobson resolu- eating liguors .as .articles of interstate commerc~. :Eight other 
tion now under consideration, refe1·s to seven possible uses to States are noniinaJly dry, and all nine of· them are admitted to 
which intoxicating liquors may be put. FoT six of these uses 'it be ·actually wet. It is a .matter of common tknowledge that the 
gives Congress the power to provide 1'or the manufacture, sale, Anti~Saloon "League controls the vote of a majority of th_e 
importation, and transportation of intoxicating ligud'rs. Its Members of the Dongress. 
prohibitory provision relates only to intoxicating liquors tha! .Assuming that the .COngress .has the present 'power by a 
are at some future time to be .used ·for .beverage purposes. majority vote -to enact a "Federal statute .Prohibiting the im
Liquors can not be clas ified and .identified ·in that way. There portation Of any intoxicating liquor into any State, at any 
is no art or .science by which anyone can tell in adva.nc_e for ·time, ·from anywhere l>y any IJerson ior any purpose, the outy 
what purpose intoxicating liquors _offered ,for shipment in inter- rests upon the Anti-S.aloon League to .write such a statute into 
state commerce are at some ·future time .to be ·useil. ~he limita- the body of our Federal laws at the earliest possible time. ll 
tions written into the Hobson resolution make Jt .incapable of it shall fail .to do so, it will be difficult to .convince the country 
enforcement ·even within its limitations. tha:t the officers .in ch~e are as zealous for the ;relief of ·the 

I have submitted a plain, direct proposition, ·which .goes .to victims o'f intemperance as we all know them to be. 
the one weak spot of the temperance situation as pointed out by Newspa-per men tell me that the friends of the Hobson reso
the author of the Hobson resolution 'himself. That House joint lution are doing what they can to discredit House joint resolu
resolution No. 389 covers that ·one .weak spot hlre a blanket no tion No. 389, and prevent the friends of temperance from giving 
one will have the hardihood to deny. Yet these men who -never it any vote. ·They tell me also that the friends uf the brewers 
saw a real fight on this question in their lives, and never and distillers object more seriously to House joint resolution 
gave to it ::rn hour's consfderation, say that .I am a bad man No . .389 than they .do to all of ·the .nine :Hobson resolutions that 
because I propose to do the-possible. In the -same -sentence they have been introtluced in this Congress and m·e now pending. 
say that every other man is a good .man wno-llke the man who Some one is deceiving -himself. Two thousand years ago it was 
had but one coat, on which there was but one button, for which said that-
there was no .corresponding buttonhole-..refuses to Jearn what ·The children of -dru:k.ness are 'Wic~rer in their generation than are the 
the trouble really is, but prefers to spend the .rest of his . days ·children of light. 
everlastingly fumbling after ·the unattainable. 'I trust that the friends oi' ·the Hobson .resolution may be 

Doubtless some one 'vill say that there is no Member of _this right, and that -'tire -friends of the brewers and distillers may be 
House to whom my remarks apply. If so, I ·shall be :hapiJilY wrong, in the several joint .activities in which they are to-day 
surprised and surprisingly happy, for I am using every whit of engaged, ·each ·sui>Posedly for his own good 1md for the other's 
inTentive genius that 'I possess to devise -a speech that will be harm. 
~tirely -pleasing to every Member of~this House. I flatter my- Some have objected that House joint Tesolution No. 389 does 
self that I am .succeeding remarkably. I have not thus far been not even except intoxicating liquors "for medicinal and other 
able, however, to devise a le_gislative program fo-r to-day That is legitimate uses. The guestion as ·to what, if any, uses of in
entirely satisfactory both to .the friends of ·the brewers and dis- toxicatiug .liquors are legitimate and ought to be permitted by 
tillers and -to their organized ·enemies. But w.hat is the use? law is one :for the exclusive determination of tbe several States 
The men in charge of the Hobson -resolution have already beaten in the exercise of the general pollee powers vested ·in the States 
me to ..it. alone. House .joint ·resolution No. 16.8-the Hobson Tesolution 



590 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. DECEMBER 22 '· 
under consideration-puts the . seal of congressional - approval 
upon six of the possible seven uses to which intoxicating liquors 
may be put. The people of many States may prefer fewer ex
ceptions to the general rule of prohibition. Certainly none will 
desire more. It is suggested also that some States do not pro
duce the raw material out of which to make intoxicating liquors 
needed for legitimate purposes. The amount actually needed in 
any State will be exceedingly small. Intoxicating liquors are 
made from wholesome fruit and grain. Under the provision 
of House joint resolution No. 389 it will be permissible to 
Import into any State the necessary fruits and grains· in their 
wholesome conditions. 

I have taken the time to state ·briefly and imperfectly some 
of the reasons why I have introduced House joint resolution 
No. 389 and why I believe that its adoption as an amendment to 
the Federal Constitution would be a complete and perfect solu
tion of the liquor question, so far as the- Federal Government is 
concerned. Under the special rule adopted this morning we 
are supposed to be considering House joint resolution No. 168, 
one of the many Hobson prohibition resolutions pending in this 
House. I era ve permission briefly to state some of the many 
reasons why I shall vote against House joint resolution No. 1G8 
and why I believe that it would be disastrous to the caus~ of 
temperance for the friends of the cause to commit themselves 
in its favor. Let me read the words which House joint resolu
tion No. 168 seeks to write into the Federal Constitution as a 
new article thereof : 

SECTION 1. The sale, manufacture !or sale transportation for sale, 
importation for sale, and exportation for sale ot Intoxicating liquors 
for beverage purposes in the United States and all territory subject to 
the jurisdiction thereof are forever prohibited. 

SEC. 2. Congress shall have power to provide for the manufacture, 
sale, importation and transportation of intoxicating liquors for sacra
mental, medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical, or sc1entlflc purposes, or 
for use ln the arts, and shall have power to enforce this article by all 
needful legislation. 

I hope that each of my constituents who thinks that he is in 
favor of this Hobson resolution or any one or more of the other 
eight pending Hobson resolutions will take a copy of House 
joint resolution No. 168 to his own attorney and ask him to 
study it with care and give his opinion as to its proper construc
tion and probable efficiency. In the ninth Indiana district a 
vast majority of all the lawyers are total abstainers, are prac
tical workers for the cause of temperance, help to vote their sev
eral communities dry, and give time, thought, energy, and 
money for the proper enforcement of the liquor laws of the 
State. They give but receive not. Not being upon the pay roll 
of the professional reformers, it will require no extraordinary 
courage on their part to give an unbiased opinion. In the days 
of William Shakespeare it was conscience that made cowards of 
all men. In our day it Is the pay roll that makes cowards of 
,some men. . 

If any constituent of mine shall submit House joint resolution 
No. 168 to his attorney, I know now the substance of the opin
ion he will give. 

He will say of section 1 that the multiplicity of its words 
seriously limits the scope of its meaning. As it is written it 
refers only to the sale of intoxicating liquors to be used at some 
future time fot beverage purposes. He will suggest that had a 
few more words been added no intoxicating liquors would have 
been left within the scope of the provisions of section 1. He 
will suggest again that the word "sale" has a very definite 
meaning and is never used alone in the liquor statutes of the 
States. In State statutes the words "sell, barter, or give 
away" are all used together, in order · to make the statutes 
capable of enforcement. He will suggest that it requires no 
inventive genius to formulate a plan by which the distiller~es 
and breweries of the country can continue to operate under the 
Hobson resolution without inconvenience or loss. There is a 
fixed relation between the price of corn and other staple cereals 
and the cost of intoxicating liquors made therefrom. It would 
be an easy matter to barter a given number of bushels of grain 
for a given number of gallons of intoxicating liquors. It would 
be an easy matter also to furnish to a distiller a given number 
of bushels of grain and pay to him a fixed amount of money as 
compensation for the work of transforming the fixed number of 
bushels of grain into a known number of gallons of intoxicating 
liquor of the popular brand agreed upon between the parties. 
Neither transaction would b~ a ''sale." The first would be an 
exchange and the second would be an employment to render a 
particular service. It is said by some gentlemen that the differ
ences between the three transactions are purely technical. It 
were as tenable to assert that the difference between the word 
"one" .and the words "one hundred" . is purely technical and 
will be disregarded by the courts. 

Not many nights ago I attended a public meeting under the 
auspices of the Anti-Saloon League. One of the· speakers made 

the statement that 86 per cent of the area of the United States 
is legally dry, and that 55 per cent of the people of the United 
States live in territory from which the licensed saloon has been 
legally excluded. It is manifest therefore that the Hobson reso
lution is intended to apply only to the remaining 14 per cent 
of our area. In dry territory intoxicating liquors are procured 
~Y ~nd through social clubs and certain sec.ret fraternal organ
Izations, each State-wide in scope and having in each city or 
town a local lodge or other organization. It is true that these 
social clubs have not yet learned that they can not sell intoxi
cati.ng liquors even to their own m.embei·s, but they are learning 
rapidly. In the near future they will understand that the club 
must procure title to the liquor and sene it to its members 
without price or compensation othet,: than the payment of uni
form dues. Under this system the State agent of a State-wide 
club would be permitted under the terms of the Hobson reso- . 
lution to procure title to unlimited quantities of intoxica ting 
liquors by either (!)f the methods above suggested. The Hobson 
resolution would also permit the importation of unlimited 
quantities of such intoxicating liquors into any State for the 
exclusive use of the members of· such social club or secret 
fraternal societies. 

It is my individual judgment that the retail saloon as an 
institution is doomed to complete early extinction. It is nlso 
my individual judgment that the brewers and distillers nre 
quite willing that it shall be so. In the territory now dry 
they formerly spent each year millions of dollars for rents 
licenses, local taxes, and salaries of local employees and fo~ 
many other purposes. With 86 per cent of our total area 
dry, there has been no appreciable decrease in the production 
or consumption of the finished product of the brewers nnd 
distillers. There is no lawyer of the ninth Indiana district 
who will not easily discover why the brewers and distillers 
prefer the provisions of Honse joint resolution No. 168. the 
Hobson resolution, to the provisions of House joint resolution 
No. 389. 

At the antisaloon meeting to which I have referred I heard 
an address by one who is said to draw one of the highest sal
aries that is paid to anyone as a professional reformer. · He is 
a raw recruit to the cause of temperance. He was recently 
lifted out of a prominent place among the leaders of the oppo
sition, and made at once a field marshal in the grand army of 
the organized temperance workers of America. In the circum
stances it would be unreasonable to expect him to know what 
he is talking about, and he does not. The only specific sugges
tion that he had to make was that the internal-revenue taxes 
on intoxicating liquors be at once repealed. It was au easy 
speech to make, because it floated upon the current of a certain 
misguided and ill-advised public sentiment that is now sweep
ing over the country like a tidal wave. 

The officers of the Anti-Saloon League can not be fairly asked 
to assu:QJe the personal risk of denouncing this false doctrine, 
even in the meetings over which they th~mselves preside. It 
is probably best for them not to oo so. I know the officers of 
this league. I know that they know that the repeal of the Fed
eral tax upon intoxicating liquors would do immense harm to 
the cause of temperance. I have unlimited faith in their in
tegrity and ability. I believe that they will develop courage, 
if so great necessity shall be laid upon them, and that at the 
risk of losing their positions by opposing a popular fancy they 
will at last refuse to permit the Anti-Saloon League to indorse 
such legislative folly. There is but one fact that makes it 
difficult for social clubs to permit all their members to drink all 
they care to of the liquors furnished by the club, without price, 
or any form of compensation other than the regulnr payment of 
moderate dues. That fact is the Federal tax on intoxicating 
liquor. With grains at their present high price the actual cost 
of a drink of whisky is substantially less than one-third of 1 
cent, while the Federal tax is substhntially 2 cents. With the 
Federal tax repealed, n social club could pay all of its current 
expenses, including the cost of intoxicating liquors, out of an
nual dues of $10 per member, provided-the members did not on 
the average take more than six or seven drinks of whisky per 
day. 

The boys of any community could send to Sears, Roebuck & 
Co. and receive by parcel post a complete uistillery at prices 
ranging from somewhat less than $5 on up. They could as
semble, without cost to themselves, 10 bushels of corn and make 
for themselves, without additional cost, 45 gallons of whisky. 
Even i:n a rural community the cost of straight whisky per 
gallon would be less than the current market price of butter
milk per gallon. Every lad would be his own moonshiner, 
and every lad would be his own bootlegger. If the twin legis
lative reforms advocated by these professional reformers wera 
both to be put into force, an era· of drunkenness, with 1ts 



/ 
f 

1914. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-ROUSK 591 
n.ttendant debauchery and crime, would sweep over this country' 
such as the mind is scarcely able to conceive m:. 
· -The attorney of my Ho-bson resolution constituent would also 

tell him that section 2 of the Hobson resolution puts the seal 
of congressional app1·017al upon six: so-called legitimate uses ot 
intoxicating liquors. He would further say that th-e two sec
tions taken together divest the States of fully one-third t~e 
general police power now Yested in them and turn it over t~ 
the Federal Government, which has neither police officers nor 
police courts. ' In Indiana ·we ba've one Federal judge, one 
United States marshal, and probably half a dozen deputy United 
States marshals. It is pr.esumed that they are kept busy with 
the work now cast upon them. If none of them ha~ anything 
else to do, they could not adequately enforce the liquor laws 
in one ward in one of the great cities of the State; which leads 
me to suggest again that a typical national prohibitionist is 
always in favor of any law that can not be enforced. 

The Anti-Saloon League informed us this morning that, 
while we are to consider H-ouse joint resolution No. 168, we are 
to vote upon House joint resolution No. 277, a11other on.e ot the 
nine pending Hobson resolutions. This resolution is said to 
have been •• tactfully, drawn, so as to enable Democrats from 
the South to vote for the Hobson resolu.tion without appearing 
to abandon their strict adherence to the so-calleC: doctrine of 
State rights. Resolution No. 277 contains this concession to 
the: friends of State rights: H The Congn.JS, or the States 
within their respective jurisdictiens, shall have :;;>ower to _enforce 
this article by needfui legislation." 

They say that this provision vests the ,power concurrently 
in the Federal Government and the States. The language of 
tllis amendment is clearly in the alternative. Under its provi
sions, so long as the Congress were to fail to act the States 
would have the power to act, as they now have. If the Con
gress were to act at all, however feebly, all State jurisdiction 
and power would terminate at once. It is oilly an imaginary 
adherent to the doctrine of State rights that can deceive him
self into believing that there is a substantial difference in his 
favor between resolution No. 168 and resolution No. 277. 

I have heard during the day that some of the more extreme 
advocates of State rights are not satisfied with section 2 of 
House joint resolution No. 277 and insist on stronger language. 
It is said that they are- not satisfied with language fonnd in. any 
of the nine pending Hobson resolutions. It has been intimated 
that certain gentlemen, whose identity is unknown to me, are 
engaged at this minute in the _preparation of a t-enth Hobson 
tesolution, which is to be presented to the Rouse- after the 
close of the general debate and immediately before the roll 
call is had upon its final adoption by the House. The news
paper men say, however, that the tenth HObson resolution is 
already in the hands of the gentleman from Alabap1a [Mr. 
HossoN], and that he will pr_esent it at the close of the general 
debate. They say that the new section 2, which is expect-ed to 
satisfy tbe demands ef the advocates of State rights, has a 
provision that " the Congress or the States shall haye the 
power, independently or concurrently, to enforce" the provisions 
of the tenth Hobson proposed amendment. 

I asked that time be yielded to me near the dose of the- gen
eral debate in order that I might have an opportunity to know 
the provisions of the proposed amendment upon whieh we aTe 
to be called upon to vote, and in order that I might discuss the
que.stion as te whether or not its- provisions are capable of 
enforcement. Behold, the general debate is praetically ended 
and no Member of this House, with the possible ~xception of 
the gentleman from Alabama, knows at this minute the prGvi
sions of the proposition upou which a vote is t-o be taken in a 
few minutes. · 
; If the newspaper men be eorrect in their -statement, and they 
UBually are, section 2 of Hobson resolution the tenth, soon to 
be introduced, is as indefensible as any of its predecessors. 
Each Hobson resolution relates to importation, exportation, 
transportatioa, and every manner of intrastate, interstate, and 
foreign commerce. The new section 2, as reported by th_e news
paper men, undertakes to vest in the Federal Government 
control of intrastate commerce independently of and concur
rently with each of 48 States. It also undertakes to vest in 
each of the 48 States the control of exportation, importation, in
terstate, and foreign commerce, to be exercised independently of 
or concurrently with the Federal Government. It proposes to 
establish an impossible combination between a central Govern
ment vested with all power and a federation of independent 
States, each also vested with all power. The new section 2 is
as inextricable as a Chinese puzzle. . 

It is said thnt those of us who favor House joint resolution 
No. 3,_ 0 are sticklers for State rights. Those who say this do 
not t•nderstand us any better than they und-erstand the provi-" 

sions of the Hobson resolution or of Hou:se joint resolution No. 
I 389. - We ·never use the expression .. State rights." States have 
Iio rights, neither has the Federal Government. People lla ve 
rights. The Federal Government and the several State go~ern
ments are instrumentalities created by the people for the pro .. 
tection and maintenance of the rights of men. women, and chil
dren. The Federal Government has certain powers. duties, 
functions, and governmental machinery. It ha-s the duty to 
r,egulate interstate and foreign commerce, and it has organized 

·and in operation the necessary machinery to ennble it to per
form this duty. Each State has the duty to prohibit or regulat~ 
the manufacture, sale, and use of intoxicating liquors. It is 
vested with the general police power, and has the police officers 
and pollee courts to enable it to perform this duty. We think 
it inadvisable to transfer any of the g.eneral police powers of 
the States to a General Government that has neither officers 
nor courts with which to enforce the law. We also think it 
inadvisable to attempt to vest in the se-veral States power to 
regulate, in whole or in part, independently or concurrently, 
importation, exportation, and all forms of interstate and -foreign 
commerce. 

It has been said t{)-day that every Federal statute is always 
strictly _enforced, and that the statutes of the several States 
ar-e rarely enforeed. We have been asked te point to one Fed~ 
eral statute that is not strictly enforced. I take great pleas~re 
in doing so. Every tirne a bootlegger in dry teri~itory or else
where makes a sale of intoxicating liquors, he Violates at once a 
Federal statute and a State statute. It is a matter of common 
knowledge that for every bootlegger that is prosecuted and 
punished in the Federal courts many bootleggers are prosecuted 
and punished in the State courts. -

Those who believe that lawbreakers never violate Federal 
statutes puint to a fact well known in dry territory, .that the 
keeper of a blind tiger usually pays to the Federal Government 
the- special retailer's tax before he b_egins business. This is 
supposed to be conclusive evidence that he is afraid to violate 
a · -Federal statute. Those who thus reason leave out of ac· 
·count anoth-er fact quite as well kn'<>wn, that in the old days 
these same men paid each year a license- fee of $100 to the 
county and $250 to the eity. They would gladly make these 
larg-er payments now, -and much larger -payments still, were 
some officer to come to them authorized to accept the money. 
Thus it is manifest that this~ anoth-er unanswerable argument, 
answers itself. 

Again, it is said that ministers of the gospel and tem})erance 
workers throughout the country are unanimous in their sup
port of the Hobson Tesolu:tion. -on th-e surface of things that 
appeaJ:s to be true. In r.eality it is not true. I ha:ve recci v-ed 
many resolutions adopted by churches and other organizations 
urging my support of the Hobson resoln:tin-n. I have received 
many letters and telegrams practically demanding that I give 
the Hobson resolution my support. From many, but not from 
all, of these meetings I have receiy-ed fuller information by 
letters from personal friends. In no meeting from. which I ha:>e 
reetllved private advices was there present a eopy of any of 
the Hobson resolutions; no qne claimed ever to have read one 
or to have heard it read. It is manifest. therefore. that no
one present had knowledge or means of knowLedge of its Pl"o
visions. In the circumstances, the most that any resolution 
could mean was that those present were in favor o-f temper
ance and against intemperance. The people who adopted these 
resolutions and sent these letters and telegrams are the best 
people on earth, and yet they are the same people who by the 
same means practically coerced me into- voting for the Jones
Works bill with its 300 licensed saloons. I hope- that no one 
will suggest that it is passing strange that the best people on 
earth would give enthusiastic indorsement to a proposWon of 
which they had neither knowledge nor m€ans of knowledge. I 
never criticize my own constituents, nor will I permit others to 
criticize them in my presence. . 

I know full well that no Member of this House will criti-cize 
anyone for indorsing a proposition of whi-ch he has no knowl
edge. We are not in conditi{)n to make such critici m. We 
are operating under a special rule for the eonsid&atien of 
House -joint resolution No. 168. The general debate is prac
tically closed, and the only thing we know for sure is that we 
are not to vote -on House joint resolution No. 168. We have 
been told to-day that we are to vote on House joint resolution 
No. 277. The newspaper men have just informed us, and I am 
sure that it is safe to take their word; that we are not to vote 
on House joint resolution No. 277, but are to vote on a new 
proposition, the terms of which are to be disclosed to us after 
the close of the general debate and just before the roll is to be 
called for the final adoption of this new proposition of whose 

·provisions we have neither knowledge nor means of knowledge. 
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Is this what professional reformers call a campaign of educa. 
tion? Is this what we statesmen had in· mind when we prom-· 
ised our constituents to "give to the , Hobson resolution careful 
consideration"? For the votes which we are just about thus 
blindly to cast each of us is drawing a princely salary. I some
times think that it is a shame for-us to take the money. 
. Finally, my colleagues, " of making many books there is no 

end; and much study is a weariness of the flesh.- Let us hear 
the conclusion of the whole matter," so far as I am personally 
concerned. 

In 1908 the Democrats of the ninth Indiana district declared 
for .prohibition in the District of Columbia, and also for appro
priate action to prevent the evasion or nullification of State 
constitutions and statutes by the interstate shipment of into~
cating liquors. We were then far in advance of the Anti
Saloon League; we are still further in advance of them now. 
We are right ; they are wrong. We can not be in complete har
mony with the Anti-Saloon League until it shall declare for 
straight out prohibition in the District of Columbia instead ot 
the present Jones-Works law with its 300 licensed saloons;· and 
shall declare for the prindple involved in House joint resolution 
No. 389 instead of the innumerable ineffectual propositions con
tained in the endless chain of Hobson resolutions. When the 
Anti-Saloon League shall accept the platform of the Democracy 
of the ninth Indiana district it· will get right. If the Anti
Saloon League shall get right, it will adopt our platform. Then, 
and not till then, can we work together in complete accord. 
Then, and not tiH then, will the temperance forces of America 
achieve the treme_ndous victory which now lies easily within 
their power. 

Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining? 
The SPEAKER. Five minutes. 
Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I think I have one minute remain

ing, which I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 
The SPEAKER. That gives the gentleman from Louisiana 

six minutes. 
Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, last May, when the House Judi

ciary Committee, of which I am a member, performed its 
memorable feat of legislative side-stepping and reported this 
important resolution to the House without recommendation, I 
took occasion to file some minority views, in which I criticized 
the action,. or, rather, the inaction of the committee, and in 
which I placed myself on record as to the merits of the resolu
tion itself. I have had no occasion since_ that time to alter my 
views on the subject, and I have not the opportunity to-night to 
elaborate them. Suffice it to say that I am not a prohibitionist. 
The district I represent does not believe in that fallacy, and I 
shall vote against this resolution to-night. But if I were a 
prohibitionist, as a southern man and as a Democrat, I cer
tainly would not seek to secure prohibition through the medium 
of the National Government or through an amendment of the 
Federal Constitution. 

I make no fetish of State rights, but I should like to retain 
some vestige of autonomy for the sovereign State I have the 
honOi' to represent in part upon this floor. I believe the time 
is coming when the line must be drawn somewhere, and that 
we must make a stand against the encroaching power of the 
Government as against the States. Now is the time. For my 
part, I want to see so essential a domestic and internal matter 
as the State control or abolition of liquor retained within the 
authority of the State of Louisiana. 

I want further to say that the same principle which guides 
me in voting against this measure has moved and will move 
me to protect my people against the attempt of the Federal 
Government to control the State of Louisiana in choosing her 
electorate and making her election laws. 

I am looking forward to some future, early happenings with 
interest. The same Committee on Rules which" fathered" this 
rule, as I understand, has " mothered " a rule for submission 
to the House of the question of woman suffrage. Oh where, 
oh where, then, will be my southern brethren who in a mis
taken sense of appreciation of the views of their constituencies 
are about to vote for this measure? 

Mr. Speaker, there will be some somersaulting done -here that 
will make a circus acrobat pale with envy. There will be some 
ground and lofty tumbling on that proposition. "Oh, yes, we 
were in favor of seeing the Government control the liquor 
traffic in the respective States, but we are against the Govern
ment having nnything to do witli the question o{ who is to 
vote in our States." Yet the underlying principle is the same. 
To the honor of the consistently courageous and the courage
ously consistent gentleman from my sister State [l\Ir. WITHER
sPooN], be it said that he has seen what is coming .and he has 
sounded a note of warning. I hope that other gentlemen from 

the South will realize what is in stoTe for them and will not 
be led astray under the specious plea of momlity. : 

When the question of nation_al woman's suffrage is presented 
to the House I shall vote. against it, as I shall against this 
proposition, because I regard them both as unjustifiable per
versions of the functions of the National Government. [Ap
plause.] . . 

I · wish to add as a part of my remarks my minority views as 
follows : · · · 

[H. Rept. 652, pt. 2, 63d Cong., 2d sess.] 
NATIONAL PROHIBITION. 

Mr. DuPnl!;, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the fol
lowing minority views : 

Finding myself unable to agree with the recommendation-or, to be 
more exact, the lack of recommendation-of -the Committee on the Ju
diciary on llouse joint r('solution 168, being a joint resolution l?roposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States proVIding for 
national prohibition, I beg respectfully to submit the following dissent 
from the committee's report : . . . 

The question is one of large importance and Widespread public in
terest1 and it is eminently proper that it should be released from the 
comlDlttee room and an opportunity given for its consideration uy ., the 
membership of the House. It is to be regretted, however, that it comes 
before the House with neither a favorable nor an unfavorable report 
and occupies th,e anomalous position of having received no recommenda
tion from the committee to which it was referred. Some decisive action 
should have been taken on the resolution, and the House should have 
been· furnished with the reasons which prompted the committee's con
clusions. 
. In my view of the case, the merits of prohibition vel non nre not 
involved in the discussion of the pending resolution. It makes no 
difference whether one favors or opposes the sale or consumption of 
liquor, the real -question is whether the same should be prohibited by the 
Constitution of the United States. In the first place, it ls a question on 
which there is the sharpest division of sentiment, and no policy or 
prinCiple so widely controverted should find lodgment in the organic 
law of the land. In the second place, it is a question which essentially 
belongs to the respective States, and can be and has been handled by 
them with satisfactory results. The evil formerly complained of, that 
State action on the liquor question was defeated by congressional inac
tion, has been cured, if indeed it ever existed, by the enactment in the 
last Congress of the Webb law, which gives to the States absolute pro
tection in the premises, enabling them to enforce their own laws with
out interference on the part of the Federal Government. 

If the application of the principle of local option which I heartily 
favor should render my city "dry" territor~ I would recognize the 
right of that community to regulate its own arrairs, and if in extension 
of that principle the State of which I am a citizen should provide for 
State-wide prohibition, I would recognize the justice of the result; 
but I am unwilling that the people of n.ny other State should decide 
for the people of. my own State of Louisiana what its internal policy 
should be, either by seeking to control its electorate or election laws or 
by deciding whether or not liquor should be sold within its confines. 
I can imagine the general denunciation throughout the country that 
would greet a proposition to put into the Federal Constitution a pro
vision authorizing the manufacture, sale, or consumption of liquor in 
any and every part of' the United States, and yet it is as unfair and 
unjust and as repugnant to our theory of government that the converse 
of this principle should be advocated, and that this same Federal 
Constitution should absolutely. prohibit the manufacture and sale 
of liquor in any and every part of the country. There is no more rea
son why " wet " territory should be made " dry " at the pleasure of 
three-fourths of the States than that " dry" territory should be made 
"wet" upon the dictate of the same proportion of States. · . 

If the argument for majority rule be urged in this connection, and if 
it be said that before this resolution can become operative it will re
quire the assent of more than a majority of the States-indeed the 
assent of three-fourths of them-I will reply that it is quite possible-
in fact, it would probably happen-that 36 States in the Union might 
ratify the amendment and yet fall far short of representing a majority 
of the people of the country. 

I do not care further to elaborate these views, and content myself 
with saying that the pending resolution should not pass. 

Mr. MORGAN of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, in the limited time 
allotted me I shall endeavor to explain my attitude with refer
ence to the pending resolution. Now, each State, according to 
my understanding, has the indisputable right to choose its own 
form of government and, moreover, to determine what activities 
its citizenry may pursue. In other words, the laws of the St~tes 
are absolutely supreme within their respective boundaries so 
long as such laws are not repugnant to the provisions of the 
Federal Constitution. · This inestimable blessing our fathers 
studiously reserYed to the States and to their posterity, there
fore no word or act of mine will lessen or detract from their im· 
mortal work. . 

We find om·selves confronted to-day with the proposition to 
enlarge the powers of the National Government, and this, e\ery 
mother's son knows, can only be accomplished by the curtail-_ 
ment of the inherent powers of the State governments or 
brought about by the surrender, in a measure, of one of the. 
most essential attributes of the States, namely, the administra
tion and control of their internal affairs as they deem best .. 
Now, all my training and all my inherited traditions impel m~ 
to decline to delegate to the Federal Government the right to 
interfere with the States' regulation and conduct of business, 
trade, and industry within their borders. 

This principle was inculcated and enforced by the framers 
of the organic law of the 'Nation, and to obediently follow their 
footsteps entails no Joss of patriotism, Joy<llty, or self-respect. 
I respectfully submit that, seemingly, it does not lie well in 
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the mouths of the apostles of the doctrine of State rights to 
here urge and -advocate the passage of a' re.solution which seeks 
to yield to the General Government an important part . of the 
sovereignty of the States. Perchance we may.· be indifferent; 
but we c:m not be insen&ible to t11e fact that we are about to set 
our feet in a: perilous .$path by ~ttempting to centralize .in. the 
Federal Government the functions and sovereign powers which 
inherently belong to and are wisely exercised by · the several 
States. My colleagues, permit me to commend to your serious 
consideration these words: "We but teach bloody instructions 
which, being taught, return to plague the inventor." 

There are men, yes, and splendid men, too, who are eternally 
dissatisfied with t.Iie existing order of things and who are in
cessantly clamoring-to reform them. However," I have neither 
the right, "desire, nor inclination to attempt to disparage the 
worth or wisdom of such men, nor question theil' sincerity, for 
oftentimes they are actuated by the highest motives of patriot
ism · and humanity. 

:Mr. Speaker, prohibition may be conducive to the welfare, 
prosperity, and happiness of the human family. It-may stimu
late man's ambitions and improve his morals. About this I shall 
quarrel with no one. However., I am peremptorily opposed to 
the pending resolution, primarily for the reason that I imagine 
I see in it the initiation of an effort to reduce :the sovereign 
States of this country to mere servile provinces, and for the fur
ther reason that experience has taught me the lesson that a law 
which has for its object the suppression of the whisky traffic is 
a cheat and a delusion, unless that law reflects the wishes and 
sentiments of the people of the community wherein it is to be 
interpreted, executed, and enforced. 

Moreover, it certainly occurs to me that the Hobson resolu
tion, which contemplates the removal of the internal-revenue 
license, and at the same time seeks to legalize the manufacture 
of spirituous liquors, is not in the interest of temperance, but, 
on the contrary, I verily believe that it will appallingly increase 
the consumption of liquor, and this belief would make it rather 
difficult for me -to subscribe to the Hobson resolution, even if I 
were inclined to favor Federal intermeddling. 

Mr. Speaker, I readily appreciated the wisdom, merit, and 
exigencies of the Webb bill, and therefore gladly contributed to 
its . passage, :believing, as I did then and do now, that when a 
so...-ereign State, or any of its political subdivisions by legal 
enactment, seek to penalize the sale and distribution of spir
ituous liquors within its jurisdiction, that law should not be vio
lated or its purposes defeated or evaded by the unrestricted and 
remorseless shipment. of liquors from a wet territory into the 
prohibited territory, but I find · myself unable to support the 
pending resolution for reasons assigned. 

1\fr. STEPHENS of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 
state very briefly my position on . the proposed amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States relating to national pro
hibition. There have been several resolutions introduced on 
this subject, but the prohibition forces ba\e agreed upon House 
joint resolution 277 as the one to be pressed at this time. The 
resolution reads as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the following amendment of the Constitution ~ 
and hereby is, proposed . to the States, to become valid as a part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of the several States 
as provided by the Constitution : 

SECTION 1. :rbc sale, manufacture for sale, transportation for sale. 
importation for sale, and exportation for sale of intoxicating liquors 
for beverage purposes in the United States and all territory subject to 
the jurisdiction thereof, are forever prohibited. 

SEc. 2. The Congress, or the States within their respective jurisdic
tions, shall have power to enforce this article by all needful legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution shall have my earnest and cordial 
support. Every instinct · of my nature, my judgment; my love 
for humanity, and my regard for the interests of my country, 
all impel me to this CO'Ilrse. The liquor question is not a new 
one. It bas been discusse!l in the public forum and in the press 
of the land for many years. Both sides of the proposition have 
been presented in their strongest light. There are many strong, 
forceful arguments against the liquor traffic; but I have never 
beard one single argument with any merit to it in favor of it. 

PERSONAL LIBERTY. 

One of the arguments that has frequently been advanced by 
the advocates · of the liquor interests is that prohibition is 
wrong because it deprives men of their rights; it takes away 
their personal liberties. They say that a man has a. right to 
drink, if he cares to do so; therefore there should be no curtail
ment of opportunities. for him to procure intoxicants. 

They follow this argument up by saying that the Government 
has just as much right to prescribe what a man shall eat or 
what kind of clothes he shall wear as it bas to legislate on the 
1iquor question. Of" course this argument is the veriest rot. 

LII--38 

There ·is absolutely no analogy between the propositions. To 
state the argument .is to refute it. 

A learned judge in Illinois, in passing upon a case before him 
on.ce said: " When we defend the sale of liquor for the purpos~ 
of tippling, we surely draw our arguments from our appetites 
and not from our reason, obsen·ation, and experience." 

·~Personal liberty!" Every State has laws prohibitino- the 
doing of many things, yet no one would denounce or oppose those 
Jaws on the ground that they interfere with the "personal lib-
erty." of the citizen. . 

There are laws prohibiting gambling . . Why deny the citizen 
a right to engage in that pastime if be sees proper to do so? . 

There .are laws prohibiting a person from being drunk in a 
public place. Why deprive him of his "personal liberty " in 
this matter? 

There are laws against profanity. Why infringe upon his 
"personal liberty" or his right to freedom of sp·eecb? 

There are laws against , vagrancy. Why not allow a inan to 
loaf as much as he wants to? 

There are hundreds of I a ws that provide for the punishment 
of those who violate them. Why not repeal all laws that make 
the doing of certain things unlawful and give every man his 
"personal liberty" to, the fu1lest extent? 

The answer to all these questions is, that the interests of 
society, morals, and good government require protection from 
the criminal, the vicious, and the immoral. 

NATIO~AL DISHOXOR. 

It is a disgrace to our Nation that ever since its birth it has 
virtually been in league with the liquor traffic. The manu
facture of intoxicants has been regulated by law, and a large 
part of the revenues of the Government have been raised by 
means of a tax imposed on distilleries and breweries. This fact 
is now being used by the whiskyites as an argument against 
prohibition. · . 

Nearly every mail for several days has brought me compila
tions of statistics showing the amount of revenue obtained from 
those sources, and the argument is made that if this source of 
revenue is lost it will place additional burdens· upon other 
industries to raise this revenue. 

Such an argument is without merit; it is not the truth. 
Those who make it overlook the fact that the saloon imposes 
burdens upon the taxpayers and upon legitimate industry far 
in excess of those that will come from a loss of revenue tbat 
comes from liquor. 

It is estimated that nearly 90 per cent of the crime in the 
world can be traced directly or indirectly to whish.--y, therefore 
it adds large burdens of taxes to pay court costs. It requires a 
large outlay of taxes to provide for asylums and hospitals. It 
causes idleness, profligacy, and loss of efficiency. Legitimate 
industry pays a large toll because of the fact that many acci
dents, involving the loss of life and property, and for which 
they pay, are due to the use of intoxicants. This is such a well
known fact that many individuals and many large corporations 
will not employ a man who drinks. It is undoubtedly true that 
not only from the standpoint of morals, but from the economic 
view as well the liquor traffic is enormously expensive. 

STATfl RIGHTS. 

Some members of this body-good men and ardent prohibi
tionists-are going to vote against this resolution on the. ground 
that prohibition is not a national question, and that it ought 
to be left to the States to regulate and control the liquor traffic. 
The honesty of their motives shaH not be questioned by me, be
cause I know them to be sincere, patriotic, moral men, who have 
the best interest of the Nation at heart. · 

The controlling force with them is that they consider this an 
invasion of the right of the States to regulate and control their 
own affairs. There is no man in this House who believes more 
strongly in the doctrine of State rights than I do. It is one of 
the first great political principles that was .instilled into my 
mind. 

However, in this instance, I see no invasion of the rights of 
the States contemplated. State rights simply means that the 
State shall have the right to exercise any or all of its powers 
without any interference whatever. No right of any State is to 
be usurped, overridden, or disregarded. It is not a question of 
taking away a right from the State. The proposition is simply 
to give the States an opportunity to say whether the Federal 
Government shall be granted additional power over this partic
ular subject matter. 

The ·Federal Government is one of delegated powers only. 
All powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitu~ 
tion, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
or to the people. The Constitution provides, however, for the 
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amendment of that instrument. Each State, when it became a 
member of the Union, accepted and agreed to that provision of 
the Constitution. 

Even though an amendment shall have the effect of depriving 
a State of some right that it now possesses, the State has no 
ground of complaint, nnd that there is no infringement of the 
doctrine of State rights, i! such amendment is adopted in the 
manner prescribed by the Constitution. There is a wide and 
well defined distinction between an invasion of the rights of the 
States and a delegation of further power to the National Gov
ernment by the States. 

No one will contend that the States are unable to delegate 
further powers to the General Government. The very fact that 
provision is made for amendment would settle the proposition 
if it were brought in question. That it is unnecessary to obtain 
the consent of eyery State to amend the Constitution is also 
settled by the provision for amendment, for it requires the con
sent of three-fourths only. The only exception is in regard to 
representation in the Senate, which is " that no State, without 
its consent, shall be deprived of its equal suffrage in the 
Senate." 

I contend, Mr. Speaker, that this is not an invasion of State 
rights. Three-fourths of the States are given the right to 
amend the Constitution, and it is a denial of a constitutional 
right granted that number of States, if we assert that an 
amendment shall not be made to the Constitution because soml:' 
State opposes the amendment. The doctrine of State rights is 
not involved here, though the question of expediency might be 
a legitimate subject for discussion when the issue is presented 
in the States. Each State must settle it for itself, subject 
only to the right of three-fourths of the States to ratify the 
proposed amendment. 

The doctrine of State rights never had an abler champion 
than John C. Calhoun. He said: 

In connection with this point the Senator, to prove that the Consti
tution is not a compact, asserts that it is wholly independent of the 
State, and pointedly declares that the States have not a right to touch 
n hair of its head ; and tws with that provision in the Constitution 
that three-fourths of the States bave a right to alter, change, amend, 
or even to abolish it staring him in the face. 

• • • • 
The plain state of the facts as regards our Government is that these 

States have agreed by compact to exercise their sovereign powers 
jointly, as already stated, and that for this purpose they have ratified 
the compact in their sovereign capacity, thereby making it the consti
tution of each State, in no wise distinguished from their own separate 
constitutions, but in the superadded obligation of compact-of faith 
mutually pledged to each other. In this compact they have stipulated, 
runong other things, that it may be amended by three-fourths of the 
States-that Is, they have conceded to each other by compact the right 
to add new powers or to subtract old by the consent of that proportion 
of the States without requiring, as otherwise would have been the case, 
the consent of all~a modification no more inconsistent with their 
sovereignty than any other contained in the compact. In fact, the pro
vision to which I allude furnishes strong evidence that the sovexeignty 
.Is as I contend in the States severally, as the amendments are affected 
not by any one three-fourths but by any three-fourths of the States, 
indicn.ting that the sovereignty is in each ot the States. 

• • • • • • • 
But, independently of these considerations, there were strong reasons 

for adopting that proportion in providing a power to amend. It was at 
least as necessary to guard against too much facility as too much diffi
culty in amending It. If to require the consent of all the States for 
that purpose would be in efl'ect to prevent amendments which time 
should diSclose to be or change of circumstances make necessary-so 
on the othel" hand to require a bare majority only, or but a small nnm
ber in proportion to the whole, would expose the Constitution to hasty, 
inconsiderate, and even sinister amendments on the part of the party 
dominant for the time. It' the one would give It too much fixedness, the 
other would deprive it of all stability. Ot the two, the latter would be 
more dangerous than the former. 

• • • • • • • 
Again, he said in reference to the amending power : 
It is safe, because the proportion is sufficiently large to prevent a 

dominant portion of the Union or combination of the States from using 
the amending power as an instrnment to make changes in the Constitu
tion adverse to the interests and rights of the weaker portion of the 
Union or a minority of the States. It may not, In this respect, be as 
perfectly safe as it would be in the unmodified state in which it out
lined and established the Constitution ; bnt for all practical purposes it 
is believed to be safe as an amending power. It Is difficult to conceive 
a case where so large a portion as three-fourths of the States would un
dertake to insert a power by way of amendment which, instead of Im
proving and perfecting the Constitution, would deprive the remaining 
fourth of any right essentially belonging to them as members of the 
Union or clearly intended to oppress them. There are many powers 
which a dominant combination of States would assume by construction 
and use for the purpos.e ol ag.~andlzement which they would not dare to 
propose to insert us amendments. But should an attempt be success
fully made to engraft an amendment for such a purpose the case would 
not be without remedy. as will be shown in the proper place. 

Senator James Z. George, an eminent Mississippian, who was 
recognized as one of the greatest constitutional lawyers that this 
country ever produced, while a 1\Iember of the Senate signed a 
committee report favoring the submission of a prohibition reso
lution. This language was used: 

Y .. mr committee, whether unanimous or otherwise, in the holding to 
this view, are of the opin!on that the resolution should be favorably 

reported, and should be submitted by Congress to the action of the 
States for another reason; it being a fact that a very large proportion 
of the American people are anxious that the National Constitution be 
amended 1n accordance with the resolutions, we believe that they have a 
right to be heard in the forum of the State legislatures, where alone 
tbe question can be decided whether the National Constitution can be 
amended. 

• • • .- • • • 
The method provided in the Constitution for its own peaceful amend

ment would be destroyed by failure to submit the proposition for 
amendment in cases of great moment involving the approval and prayers 
of multitudes of the people for where the remedy sought is ad· 
mitted to be without the jurisdiction of the fundamental law the~etition 
Is really addressed to tho only tribunal which can enlarge that urisdic
tion; that is to say, to the States themselves. Should, then, ongress 
In snch case refuse to submit the proposal to the States, such refusal 
would constitute a substantial denial of the right of petition Itself. 

I am willing to follow the thought of that great and distin
guished Mississippian. 

PROTECTION OF SOCIETY. 

This is not a local question, but it is one to be handled by 
the National Government. We owe a duty to the people of 
the Nation to give them an opportunity to submit this matter 
to the States. We owe a duty to society to protect it against the 
many and varied evils that result from the liquor traffic. 
Society is composed of individuals; it is made up of units, and 
it can not be at its best until those units reach the highest de
velopment. 

Men are often weak. The fewer temptations that are put 
before them, the better for them. It is hard to " walk through 
the pools of earthly pollution and through the fmnace of earthly 
temptation and come forth white as linen that has been washed 
)Y the fuller, and pure as the golden wedge of Ophir that has 
been refined in the refiner's fire." 

We have made the proud boast that we are a Christian Na
tion. Let us live up to our obligations as such. The highest 
service that .we, as a Nation or as individuals, can render, is 
to serve humanity. To serve men is to serve Christ. We pray, 
"Lead us not into temptation"; let us take away the strongest 
temptation that many good men have. 

One gentleman has said, "I deny that the moral excellence of 
the Federal Government is superior to that of my State." It 
is very probable that he is correct. However, that is not the 
question that we have to consider. We are not contrasting the 
moral excellence of any State with that of the Federal Gov
~rnment. What we are concerned about is what is the best 
•nethod of suppressing the liquor traffic. Is it be t to give the 
National Government additional power, or shall the matter 
be left as it is? 

TOLL OF THE LIQUOR TRAFFIC. 

The toll of the liquor traffic is too great for me to cast my 
vote in its interest. 

It creates moral leprosy, it blights the intellect, and it wrecks 
the physical body. 

It makes the wise foolish; it makes the strong weak; it makes 
the honest dishonest; it makes the virtuous corrupt; and it 
makes the courageous cowardly. 

It makes demons of men and women; it destroys the best 
instincts of mankind; and it causes many of those made in the 
likeness and image of God to degenerate into brutes. 

It fills the jails, the hospitals, the asylums, and it piles up 
court costs and increases the burdens of taxation. 

It cuts off many a man in the very flower of his manhood 
and causes his feet to go down into the chambers of death. 

It brings sorrow, shame, disgrace, and poverty to thousands 
of good women and innocent children. 

It leads many into dangers and temptations and causes them 
to sink into horrible depths of crime and degradation and 
wretchedness. 

It makes many a good man a pauper, a murderer, a libertine, 
a thief. . 

It blights love; it wrecks homes; it destroys affection; it mars 
all that is beautiful and good and true in human nature. 

It makes widows and orphans, and it causes hot tears more 
bitter than the water of Marah to flow down innocent cheeks. 

It destroys reverence for the highest and best things of life ; 
it creates contempt for virtue; and it mocks at religion. 

Mr. Speaker, the prohibition question is a national question; 
it is a moral question; and I shall vote for the resolution, tak
ing a stand. as I verily believe. on the side of good morals, good 
government, civilization, and Christianity. [Applause.] 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from lllinois [l\fr. McKENZIE]. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, the right to amend their Con~ 
stitution is a privilege guaranteed to the American people. The 
framers of the Constitution, with clearness of visjon which 
sometimes ca-uses us to. marvet; anticipated the possibilities of 
our country and realized that amendments to the Constitution 
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~ould perhaps be necessary, and prescribed, in plain and unmis
takable language, how it could be accomplished. 

The requirement that a proposed change in our Constitution 
must be approved by three-fourths of the States, in my judg
ment, is a wise one. The fundamental law should not be subject 
to change by every passing whim of public opinion. Being 
aware of the difficulties in amending the Constitution, the people 
have wisely refrained from demanding of Congress the submis
sion of amendments for ratification by the States. The people 
well understand the futility of submitting an amendment unless 
there is a general popular demand for the same. 

We are asked at this time to submit to the States a proposed 
amendment for the prohibition of the liquor traffic. This is a 
matter that has been agitated for many years. In practically 
al1 the cities and hamlets in this land it has been a local issue. 
In counties and States it has been a subject for discussion and 
for legislative action. In short, it is one of the vexed problems 
of the age. It goes without saying that it is a question of great 
concern to the people of our land. However, a discussion of the 
merits or demerits, the wisdom or folly, the propriety or impro
priety of the national prohibition of the liquor traffic is not ger
mane to the pending resolution, a~d is but a waste of time. 
These are matters for discussion by the people when called upon 
to :finally determine this matter in the States. · 

A large number of the .American people, convinced that the 
liquor traffic in this country should be prohibited, have peti
tioned Congress that an amendment to the Constitution pro
hibiting the same be submitted to the States for ratification or 
disapproval. Whether this is the opportune time to submit 
such a proposition has ceased to be a matter of discussion .. 
The resolution is here. It is before us for action to-day. In 
thus petitioning Congress these citizens have but exercised 
their rights under the Constitution. We are not asked to pro
hibit the liquor traffic by our votes at this time. Our individual 
convictions on the matter have nothing to do with our duty 
to-day. 

The sole question for us to determine in our representative 
capacity as Members of Congress is whether· we shall acknowl
edge the right of the people to have this matter submitted to 
the several States as the Constitution provides. 

To my mind _our duty is plain. The citizens asking for this 
have proceeded in the regular and orderly way, and all there 
is for us to do is to follow the course prescribed by the Consti
tution. 

If this is our duty, then why should we, creatures of the 
Constitution and representatives of the people, deny them the 
privilege of amending their Constitution? Let us not con

. fuse our privilege as citizens with our duty as representatives 
of the people. 

I am conscious of the sincerity of purpose of my colleagues 
who oppose this resolution. But whatever our views as to the 
propriety of submitting the resolution for consideration at this 
time, to deny by my vote the exercise by the people of an 
inherent right would be a usurpation of power wholly un
warranted. Such an attitude I ha\e never assumed, and with 
a consciousness of the importance a'f the matter, desiring sin
cerely to perform my duty as a Representative as I understand 
it, I shall support this resolution. . 

I am not unmindful of the many arguments earnestly indulged 
in by those opposing the resolution, chief among which is the 
time-worn doctrine of the rights of the States. This argument 
has been answered very ably, and I shall not take any time in 
discussing it further than to say that, in my judr :nent, it is 
unsound. It may be that as a disciple of Alexander Hamilton 
I am too much of a Federalist. However, the sacredness of 
State lines is growing less and less potent with me as the years 
pass. The :fiction that we are 48 different peoples finds· no 
lodgment in my mind. Our rivers cross State lines as they go 
murmuring on their way to the sea; our mountain ranges link 
together the different States; our railroad, telephone, and tele
graph lines cement the different Commonwealths together as 
one great country. In fact, we are one people with one lan
guage. · Our hopes and aims are one. .All that would benefit or 
injure any part of the country indirectly benefits or injures the 
whole. That the liquor traffic is national in its bearing seems 
to me requires no argument. .And in my humble judgment 
the r.1an who takes the position that it is a question for the 

·States alone to settle will find his position hopelessly weak and 
his arguments, when scrutinized under the searching light of 
public opinion, will be scattered like "autumn leaves before a 
winter wind." . 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. TOWNER]. 

Mr. TOWNER. 1t1r. Speaker, the House has before it joint' 
resolution No. 168, introduced by the gentleman from Alabama 

[Mr. HonsoN], and yet it is well understood that the gentlema~ 
from Alabama will offer as a substitute joint resolution No. 
27!, which, in substance, expresses the present views of the 
fnends of the measure as to a desirable and satisfactory form 
for the submission of t:he proposed amendment to the States. 
Gentlemen opposing the proposition in any form :find it agree
able to attack the earlier form ·of the resolution, althougll they 
~ell know it will not be pressed in that form, and notwithstand· 
mg the fact that many of the objections they urge against the 
eru.·Iier form are not valid as against the later draft upon which 
we will be called upon to vote. ' 

In order that there may be no misunderstanding and that 
Members of the House may know just what proposition will be 
voted upon, I will read the resolution as it will be presented at 
the close of this discussion: 

SE9TION 1. The sale, manufacture for sale, transportation for sale, 
and rmportatlon for sale of intoxi::ating liquors for beverao-e purposes 
in the United Sta~es and all territory subject to the jurisdict1on thereof 
and the exportatiOn thereof, are forever prohibited. ' 

SEC. 2. The Congress or the States shall have power independently 
or concurrently to enforce this article by all needful legislation. 

COXFLICT OF AUTHORITY BETWEEN NATION A~"l) STATE. 

It will be observed that the argument that the adoption of 
the amendment will bring about a conflict of authority between 
the Nation and the States has no force if the amendment shall 
be adopted in this form. If power is given both the Nation and 
the States to enforce the prohibition, either independently or 
~oncurrently, there can be no conflict. It is true that, if acting 
mdepen~ently, both the Nation and a State might provide pen· 
alties for the same violat.ion of the prohibition, and the person 
so violating might be subject to two prosecutions and liable to 
two punishments for the same act. But such conditions exist 
in many instances now. The same act may be a violation of 
both a Federal and a State law. No serious difficulties arise. 
The individual is never twice punished. The court whirh :first 
acquire~ jurisdiction usually retains it and the other yields. · 

But it is not likely that any such result would follow. Exer· 
cising concurrent jurisdiction and each yielding to the other the 
scope of regulation which is appropriate, the Nation enforcing 
the prohibition as to those things which are national in their 
operation and which transcend State control, :md yielding to the 
.States local control and enforcement as a police measure, com· 
plete control can be seem-ed and conflict avoided. 

In the earlier forms in which the amendment was proposed 
the exclusive right of legislation would have rested in Congress. 
That would have vested the exclusive jurisdiction for the en
forcement of the prohibition with the United States courts and 
the prosecutions for violations in the hands of the United States 
marshals and attorneys. This would have been a serious objec· 
tion. Under the proposed form of the amendment, however, 
this objection can not be urged. Jurisdiction may be granted 
to either or both Federal and State courts, us may be deemed 
best in particular instances. 

It always must be remembered that a mere prohibition in the 
Constitution does not of itself haYe any efficacy to accomplish 
its declared purpose. Merely to declare a prohlbition and not 
to provide penalties for violations of the prohibition is to do a 
vain and useless act. Penalties must be imposed, and, in order 
that this may be done, legislation is required. In this case, if 
the proposed form of the amendment is ado.pted, both Congress 
and the States, acting either independently or concurrently, will 
have power by appropriate legislation to .enforce the prohibition 
by :fixing penalties and providing for the prosecution of those 
who violate the prohibition. It is not to be presumed that either 
Congress or the States will not so legislate as to best secure the 
enforcement o! the prohibition declared in the amendment. 

INVASION OF STATE RIGHTS. 

It is urged that the proposed amendment is an in\asion of 
the rights of the States. 

In view of the fact that the prohibition can not affect a single 
State until it has been approved and ratified by 36 of the 48 
State~ which constitute the Union, it is somewhat singular that 
this objection should be urged. If there is any one exercise of 
the governmental power where the rights of the States are re
garded, it is in amending the National Constitution. 

In<;leed, . it is urged as an objection here to-day that the 
amendment is to be submitted to the States and not to the 
people. However, under the constitutional form of submission 
which we must follow, we must have the approval of three
fourths of the States; and as a practical result the approval 
of three-fourths of the people of these States must be secured. 
While the legislatures of the States are to pass upon the ques· 
tion of ratification, the issue will be raised at the election of 
members of these legislatures, and in this manner will be 
passed upon by the people. 



...... 

596 CONGRESSIONAL REOORD-HOUSE. DECEl\IBER 22, 

UNDUE EXTENSION OF POWERS OF GENERAL GOVERNME~T. 

It is claimed that to amend the Constitution by prohibiting 
the traffic in intoxicating liquors will unduly extend the power 
of the General Goyernment. 

But shall not the Nation protect itself? Are armies and 
navies and arsenals and forts the only means by which a na
tion can defend its people? We extend the power of the Nation 
to protect the people from impure food, to protect them from 
the imposition of the trusts and the extortion of the railroads, 
to protect their fields from boll weevil and their herds from 
hog cholera, and there is little protest. Gentlemen who now 
cry out against the danger of extending the power of the Gov
ernment to prevent the evils of the liquor traffic, which extends 
it.:. baleful influence into every State and Territory of the Na
tion, did not 1ift their voices in protest against those endeavors 
of the Gove1·nment to meet evils less harmful in their nature 
and less extended in their tcope. Evils which are nation-wide 
in extent must be corrected by the exercise of powers which 
are nation-wide in application. The >alue of the Federal sys
tem is not more shown in its recognition of the right of local 
self-government regarding those things which are local in their 
nature than in its power to deal with those great e>ils which 
transgress State lines and are h·uly national in their influence 
and injury. Nation,al maladies require national remedies. 

HOME RULE. 

It is also asse1:ted that to adopt the amendment would be a 
violation of the doctrine of home rule and local self-govern
ment. 

This objection would be a >alid one if the liquor business or 
liquor traffic was local and not national, was exclusively intra
state and not interstate. But the very fact that the traffic in 
intoxicating liquor is chiefly interstate and not intrastate makes 
national legislation necessary. It is said that 75 per cent of 
the liquor manufactured in the United State is not consumed 
in tile State where it is manufactured. Like many other mat
ters which are both National and State in their scope of appli
cation both National and State legislation is necesary. We 
have a dual government. We owe a dual allegiance. We obey 
both National and State laws. There are many acts which 
now are violative both of National and State prohibitions. 
There are involved in mnny tran actions both National an1 
State interests. It is necessary with regard to many things 
that there be both National and State legislation in order to 
secure complete control. If there is any one thing regarding 
which both National and State legislation is necessary in order 
to secure complete control. it is the traffic in intoxicating 
liquors. It will be only by the complete exercise of the powers 
of both Nation and State that the traffic can be either effec
tively regulated or entirely suppressed. 

CONTROL VEBSUS PROHIBITION. 

It is argued that the power to legislate with the right to 
control should be given, not an absolute prohibition. 

This objection has weight until examined in the light of our 
experience and existing conditions. The great variety of State 
regulations, ranging all the way from absolute prohibition to 
easy tolerance and loose control, would make it impossible for 
Congress to legislate in harmony with such divergent condi
tions. But there is-one common ground upon which all legisla
tion, both National and State, can rest, and that is the ex
tinction of the traffic. Toward that goal it is believed all effort 
should be directed. Upon that basis it is believed all laws may 
be harmonized. When three-fourths of all the States of the 
Union shall unite upon that determination it is believed that 
there will be such unity of purpose, such a preponderance of 
public opinion as to make concerted action certai11 of success. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT NECESSARY. 

· It is argued that the interstate traffic in intoxicating liquor 
can now be controlled by Congress without additional constitu
tional authority. 

This is only partly true. It is only as an article of commerce 
that the constitutional power can now attach. Complete con
trol or an entire suppression of the traffic can only be obtained 
by a national constitutional amendment. What is needed is the 
power to deal with the whole matter absolutely, entirely. as af
fecting every phase of the question; and such legislation can 
not be based upon the commerce clause of the Constitution. · The 
authority to legislate on the question fully and directly must 
rest upon constitutional provision. 

LOSS OF REVENUE. 

It is strongly urged that the United States can not afford to 
deprive itself of the revenue derived from the tax on intoxi
cating liquors. 

Again it may be answered that the country can not be bene
fited by sharing in the profits of a pernicious business. The 

loss that is inevitable because of the economic waste and ma.lev· 
olent influence of the Hquor traffic far outweighs any benefit 

: derived from the tax. It is not the liquor dealers who pay the 
tax. It is the victims of the drink habit who pay it, and it 
comes from the scanty store which should be applied to the 
support of wives and children who can least spare it. A nation 
can not justify the imposition of a tax the payment of which 
rests most heavily on those of its citizens least able to bear the 
burden and most entitled to protection and help. A nation re
lieved of the burden of the liquor traffic, a citizenship freed 
from the curse of dTunkenness, can bear any measure of taxa· 
tion necessary to the support of the Government without shar
ing in the profits of a traffic condemned as economically harmful 
and morally wrong. 

CAPITAL I ~'VESTED IN LIQUOR BUSINESS. 

It is said that there is invested in the liquor business in the 
United States $3,748,826,562; that there is annually expended 
in the production of liquor $359,951,097; and that to wipe out 
this business and investment, to deprive the farmers of this 
market for their corn, barley, rye, and hops, to take away their 
employment from the laboring men engaged in this business, 
would be unjust and a great economic waste. · 

This proposition may be considered from at least two points 
of view. From a legal standpoint it has been many times de
cide~ that there is no vested right in the manufacturing or sell
ing of intoxicating liquor. Every man engaging in such busi
ness does so with full knowledge that it is subject to control, 
restraint, or absolute prohibition, and that he must embark on 
sucil hazardous enterprise at his peril. 

From an economic point of view the bqsiness is indefensible. 
It adds nothing to the productive or distributive forces of the 
Nation. On the contrary, it withdraws immense sums from 
investment in beneficent enterprises; it diverts food products 
from helpful to harmful uses; it impairs the efficiency of the 
laboring man; it deprives the family and the home of adequate 
support; it increases the burdens of government by increasing 
the number of criminals, paupers, and the insane. 

It is now generally accepted as fundamental that violations 
of the generally acknowledged principles of morality are harm
ful to the State. .Anything such as the saloon, which is inimi
cal to moral growth, is therefore a burden and_ not a blessing. 
No possible permanent prosperity can be b&.sed on or traced to 
the saloon. 

PERSONAL LIBEBTY. 

The argument so often presented is again urged to-day, that 
prohibition is an infringement of the personal liberty · of the 
individual . that each person has a right to determine for him
self what he shall drink. 

It seems almost needles to again point out the fact that such 
an argument has no validity against either the regulation or 
the prohibition of the traffic. Every civilized country in the 
world exercises the power of regulating the manufacture and 
sale of intoxicating liquors. Some tax it, some license it, some 
prohibit it; but all, in one way or another, exercise the right 
to control it. The persor.al-liberty argument is as valid against 
restraint as against prohibition. Once admit the right to re
strict in any degree ·and there is nothing left of the personal
liberty. argument. 

Again, it may be said the traffic in intoxicating liquor is one 
thing, the use of it another. If in the regulation of the traffic, 
or if as an incident to the prohibition of the traffic, it becomes 
more difficult for the individual who uses it to obtain it, that 
is the user's misfortune. The Government is under no obliga
tion to make it easy for him to obtain it. 

THE SALOON AS AN IXSTITUTION. 

There can be no traffic in intoxicating liquor without the 
saloon. Either the Government must handle it and be its own 
saloon keeper or else it must allow some one else to keep a 
place and sell it, and that means a saloon. The enlightened 
judgment of our people and the world is rapidly being formed 
againSt either. It is now almost universally admitted that the 
saloon is an unmixed eviL Gentlemen who, because of their 
positions here to-day, stand as the champions and defenders of 
the saloon do not avow the cause for which they strive. Not 
one of them but would do all in his power to prevent the loca
tion of a saloon next his home. If an evil there, is it any less 
an evil in proximity to another home or a cht: rch or a school? 
.And if an evil because of its proximity to any of these, what
distance can be named that will make the bane a blessing? In 
short, if we are hone t with ourselves we shall admit that the 
saloon as an institution is inherently bad; that society ought 
not to recognize it nor tolerate it; that it is always a good thing 
to put it as far awny from our homes as possible; that it is still 
better to lessen the number in any community, and that it is 
best to banish it altogether from town and State and Nation. 

\ 



' 
1914 .. OONGRESSIONA_L RECOR.D-·.HOUSE. 5971 

PROHIBITION DOES NOT PROHIBUl. l fo-r civilization, and for the perpetuity '()f American institutionS 
Again~ the argument is presented that pr.ohibition does not unstained and lmimpalred. 

prohibit. , 1\Ir. VOL-sTEAD. Mr. Speake-r, .I yield 10 minutes to tlro 
There is and always has been a measure of strength in this gentlemllll trom Ohio .[Mr. FEss]. {Applause.] 

argument. There are communities in the -country, thm'e are Mr .. . FESS. M:r~ Speaker .and gentlemen of the House, De
cities where at this time prohibition would not prohib-it. But cember 22, 1914, will stand as one of tile great dates, not only. 
this fact does not in reality constitute any .argument against in the history of the .American Congress, but in the history o:fl 
national prohibition. It is a mistake to .assert that prohibition our country. ~o-day is the Nation'~ decision day. T.his Con
le sens any of the forces that make for prohibition. On the con- ·gress is not deciding whether the Nation is to prohibit tbc 
trary, it strengthens all of them. Gradually .the power of public traffic in intoxicating liquors. lt is sim_ply deciding whether 
opinion gives strength to the opposing forces, the territory in under the form of <:onstituti.onal amendment we shall allow the 
insurrection is gradually reduced, until :finally there is complete States ~o say that they are willing to forbid the manufacture 
surrender and peace follows . . Beginning with a condition where and sale of intoxicants. The RECO:RD, thr()-ugh the pencils of 
three-fourths of the entire area of the ·country is already prohi· these reporters, will find a permanency that will be read 50 
bition territory, it is not too much to .expect that the remain· yea:rs from now and will eontain some of the most remarkable , 
ing one-fourth will soon come into hal'mony with the majority utterances, when measmed by their significance, that will b'c 
when the power of the Nation is added to that of the States to -recorded as having been spoken in the American Congress. 
bring about such result. The chairman of this Committee on Rules !reports to tl:lts 

Of course, there will be violations of the law, just as there are House the right of the American Representatives to speak upon· 
violations of all laws. Larceny has been made a crime since the this question, and then he comes upon this 1loor and argues 
beginning of time, but thieves still "break through and steal." that we should not refer it to the people with the right to let 
As civilization advances and the opinions and jUdgments of them say what ·they want, and thus inconsistently justifies 
men become more enlightened, as the nobler impulses deYelop himself in letting us "Speak, but denies to the people of the 
and the moral faculties strengthen, when we can establish i3. country the right to -sa.y what they want. [Applause.] 'I'he 
more equitable colliiition of society and have seeured a larger distinguished leader 'Of the majority party here quotes Thoma-s 
measure of justice for each 1ndividua1, we may reasonably e~- Jefferson in the ·establishment of a .certain political theory, and! 
pect that all violations of law will diminisl: and :finally cease. argued irom that statement that we ought not to allow the 
'There is, however, no justification for an abandonment of law ' people of a .St:rte te speak on this ·because it will disorganize 
because there are \iolations of it. It :.s hardly the part of good the Government. Let me quote fro~ ThomasJefferson from the 
citizenship to denounce the law and thereby enc011rage its viola- Declaration .of Independence: ' · 
tion. We shall haYe done our full d-uty only when we provioo ' Whenever governments become subversive of the people's riah'ts it 
the law and then use our constant endeavor to uphold it .and is not only the duty but it is the right of tOO people to eh'lmgc it 
sustain its enforcen:ent. - and, if necessary, to abolish it. · 

DUTY OF CO:!Il'GRESS TO SU.BMIT TO THE PEOPL'E. Let me further Sta'te fl'Olll the Same document: 
I have considered the main objections urged b:y tbose who Governments sbQuld not be chang~d for •light 1111d transient causes; 

f()ppose this resolution. These .objecti-ons go to the ultimate but all history shows that people will suff~ evils so long as they are 
-object, which is the adoption of the constitutional amendment: sufferable rather than to right them. 
But that we call not do t<Nlay. The i.anguage .of the Constitu- · That is what tthe opposition of thiB resolution axe doing Bow .. 
·tion is that Congress ~· $all propose amendments to the Con- They insist that we should .suffer the evil rather tha:n Tight it. 
stitution." It is not <>u'rs to adopt or pass amendments, but The leader of my party lla.s made, in my judgment, the strang
to propose them. Jt is for the States to adopt and ratify, and est argument that could have been produced upon this floor 
it requires three-fourths of them to accomplish such result. upon the proposition before the House. He says you must not 
'Those who oppose this resolution oppose even its consideration ' pass this resolution, for in so 'doing you will multiply the 
by the -people of the States. They reject the proposition as so .:manufactul'e of liquor, because it can be done by the individual 

· 1lll.reasonable ·or so unimportant that it need not even be sub- in the cellar; and more than that, you will take a way from the 
mitted for consideration. They hold that th~ milli-ons {)f per- State tile right to enforce the law and put it in the hands of 
'sons who have petitioned fo.r its submission are not entitled the Federal Government. He asserts this amendment waul"{i; 
to consideration. They consider the fact ifuat 116 per cent ·of increase rather than reduce the evils. Let me say to the leader, 
the territory and 57 per cent of the population nav-e atreany whom I generally follow~ that I will not follow hlm when be 
odeclared for prohibition is not or enough importance to tn- . goes ·aga1nst tbe organization ·Of a public opinion through .an 
dluence their action. aroused public ·etmsc:ience that d-emands that this evil be sub-

It may be admitted that unimportant and trivial :matters mitted to the people of the country to say whether ·it shall 
=should not be submitted by Congress to the States. rt ruay be ~ontinue or not. [A_pplause.] And he ·Can neither lead my: 
admitted that Congress should be certain that the matter in· party nor the country on that line. ' 
volved is serious enough and the demand of the people general There never has been 1a man great enough in America --who 
·enough to warrant action. But in this case there can be no could lead in a cause against which the public conscience of 
question on either requisite. There is no proposition ·before the country is aroused. History is replete with evidence of 
the people atl'ecting their interests that is more vital than this. this proposition. The liquor business is 1ndicted by the twen
There has been no proposition ever presented to 'Congress which tieth century and -it must go. [Applause.] If 1t does not go 
has been so generally demanded by the people -as this. 1t is a now, it will go later. The facts are that if you take the ele
~gerious responsibility w.hicb gentlemen -so lightly assume to ment of profit out of lthe business, destroy the power t o sell it 
t•efuse the demand of millions of citizens that they ·may hm~e for gain, you Will have !DO interest in it, and it will cease to :be 
tllis great question submitted to the people. ·a problem. If 'a ma:n cauld make ·it in his cellar and could not 

Under what circumstances would these gent1emen feel justi- sell it for profit, he would not .care anything about it. The 
:tied in submitting any .question? Will they feel that they are next point my leader made was that :you take it out of the 
doing their duty in voting against every proposition which power of the State by this amendment. I deny it. The State 
<does not approve itself to their judgment and conform to their has concurrent power with the Nation in the exercise of police 
desires? Such a conception of duty, in my jndgment, would power, and if the Nation wants to ·e1lforce 1t, it .can -do so. If 
·be indefensible ·and would not be creditable to the individual - 'the State wants to enforce it, it can do so. All legislation 
who proclaims it. We are the representatives of the people, which involves Federal relations .shows the concurrent power 
and whenever any general demand comes from them for the of Nation .and State. My State has suffered recently .from the 
submission of an important amendment to their fundamental foot-and-mouth disease. It is within the State's jutiscliction 
law it is our duty to propose sueh amendment in the manner to take measures of precaution. The National Government 
prescribed by the Constitution, which we are sworn to uphold has stepped in .and ,put an inhibition on it. This action of 
and support. the Federal Government does not interfere with the State's 

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons and many ·others that appeal jurisdiction. There is no conflict; fhe two act concurrently, 
to me as convincing, I shall support this resolution. It may and so it will be in all police powers. · The Federal Gova~n-

. fail of the n~essary two-thirds, but I am rejoiced to believe ment can put a quarantine upon .any diseasa So can the 
that at least a majority of this House will favor it. It will State, and when a man says you are taking the power from 
thus be a glad day for the good people of the country. The the State and putting it into the hands of the United States it 
knowledge of that fact will bring renewed courage to millions is simply a use of words. The one does not preclude .the 
who hope and pray for the success of this resolution. It will other. The State still has concurrent power with the Nation. 
be a historic day &s well, for no more important event can be I have heard it said here on this floor that if you vote for 
,chronicled than the fact that in this gTeat conflict the first the proposed amendment you vote to multiply speak-easies and 
"Victo-ry has been won by the forces which stand for progress; blind alleys. This infers that there are speak-easies only where 
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there are no open saloons. Men, you know that in the cities 
that are wet," whet:e the saloon is permitted, the speak-easy 
is pre\alent and coincident with the saloon. In many cases 
the wet cities have more speak-easies than dry cities. As I 
heard it Eaid upon this floor I do not care if we can not pro
hibit it fully, close it up, we can drive it into the back alleys, 
put it in the third stories where the old soak might find it, but 
where our boys are not likely to go. I would prefer to drive 
it where it is in the blind alley if it has got to be anywhere at 
any time. Then there has been an argument here that it is 
against personal liberty. I will admit it, but the Government 
can say to me, "You are on a boat which has a victim of small
pox. We are going to stop you out in the harbor." I say to 
the authorities, "I have not the smallpox; you are interfering 
with my liberty." At once the Government says to me, "Yes; 
I am, but the rights of the public are superior to your liberty." 
My personal liberty stops before it interferes with your right. 
I can go through this alley swinging my arms with personal 
liberty until my hand .comes in conflict with your face, before 
which it must stop. My liberty to do a thing must stop before 
it comes in conflict with organized society, and that is exactly 
what the salqon business is doing. [Applause.] 

You tell me that it destroys property. I admit it. Every 
man who enters into the saloon business does it at his own 
risk. We did the same thing with slavery. You say, "You are 
confiscating property." That is a subsequent question. We 
can deal with the property after the resolution goes into effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CRISP). The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I yield two minutes more to the gentle
man. 

Mr. FESS. Fellow Members~ 
Once to every man and nation 

Comes a moment to decide 
In the strl!e twixt truth and falsehood 

.For the good and - ~vll side. 
1.1o-day is the time that this House is deciding one way or 

the other on a momentous issue. Do not allow the bogie of 
State rights to interfere, for if th::tt be true, then, as the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. LENROOT] said, our method of amend
ing the Constitution. -is wrong, which was to me a startling 
statement of a man who usually is careful of his utterances. 
'Ve have amended the Constitution seventeen times since its 
adoption. In every instance we did what we now propose to do. 
Three-fourths of the States said whether the Constitution shall 
extend over the other fourth. Take that right a way and you 
allow one-fourth of the States to deny to the three-fourths the 
right that ought to belong to them. Its denial thus gives the 
control of the majority into the hands of the minority. When 
this Federal Constitution superseded the Articles of Confedera
tion, 9 States made our Constitution effective, and did away 
with the former government of 13 States. Was that wrong? 
That is the fundamental vrinciple written in the Constitution, 
the very last words of that immortal instrument. 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FESS. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER. The gentleman says there is one time in our 

life when we have an opportunity to speak for good or wrong. 
Is the gentleman willing to abide by the vote to-night and 
cease this agitation? 

Mr. FESS. No. The gentleman would say that a convention 
can resolve, like the convention of 1850, that the slavery ques
tion must not longer be disc!_lssed, but when you undertake to 
say we inust cease the discussion of this question, I reply to 
you, as long as right is in a struggle with wrong you will not 
cease until the right succeeds over the wrong. This struggle 
is on. You may defeat us to-night, but you are simply de
fet-ring the -solution. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. DUPRE. Will my colleague yield just a moment so that 

I may yield the balance of my time to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. LAZARO] 1 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I will. 
Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Speaker, I shall vote against the Hobson 

amendment because it is an absolute invasion of our State 
rights. It seeks to take a way the police powers of the sovereign 
States and have us surrender them to the National Govern
ment at Washington, and to submit ourselves to having our 
police regulations enforced by Federal inspectors appointed at 
Washington and inviting them to swarm our localities and be 
constantly meddling in our home affairs. 

As a principle of democracy, I believe that this question, like 
the question of suffrage, is one for each State to determine for 
itself. As a Democrat, I do not believe that the State of Maine 
or New York or · Washington,- or any other State in this 
Union, should be given the right to dictate to my people in 

Louisiana what their Jaws shall be relative to suffrage, nor that 
they should be given the power to dictate to them whether they 
shall have prohibition or not. 

We are asked here to-day to reverse ourselves and abandon 
the fundamental principle of Democracy, the right of self-gov
ernment on a question which comes -absolutely within the scope 
of the police powers of each separate State, and for that reason 
I shall cast my vote against this proposed amendment, to the 
end that my State shall retain its sovereign power to legislate 
on this question as its people shall see fit to ordain. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I yield six minutes to the gentleman from 
North Da.kota [l\Ir. NoRTON]. [Applause.] 

[1\fr. NORTON addressed the House. See Appendix.j 
Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to yield to the 

gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ALEXANDER] three minutes. 
Mr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, I will add to that two min

utes, so as to make it five minutes. · 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia adds to thG 

time given by the gentleman from Minnesota two minutes, and 
the gentleman from Missouri is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I have listened attentively 
to the arguments made to-day for and against this resolution. 
I will not undertake in the brief time allotted to me to discuss 
the merits of the resolution. Congress is proceeding in a regu
lar and orderly way to submit to the people of the United States 
an amendment to the Constitution. It is not a question of 
State rights or whether the people will give up to the United 
States Government the exercise of the police power which they 
have enjoyed and exercised in times past. That mil be deter
mined by the pe!)ple of the several States if this Congress sub
mits this resolution to their consideration. Much has been said 
of the merits of the resolution that is aside from the question 
before us to-day. The question -now is whether or not there is 
a sufficient sentiment among the people of the United States to 
justify us as their repre entatives to permit them to decide this 
question for themselves. If they really wish to surrender one 
o~ the rights J;aserv~<t . to them in the Constitution when first 
adopted, that is their ptivilege, and it is not for us to withhold 
that right from them. If the Committee on Rules felt there 
was such overwhelming public sentiment in favor of the consid
eration of this nroposition by Congress, it follows as a corollary 
that that same· public sentiment should be respected, and we as 
the agents and representatives of the people of the united 
States, should pass the question to them and let them deter
mine it for themselves. 

I do not understand that I have the right to prejudge the 
question for my people, to determine for them whether it is 
better for them to adopt national prohibition or not to do so. 
It is not for me to determine whether prohibition prohibits or 
does not prohibit; but, believing, as I do, that the people, after 
full . discussion and consideration, can best settle the question 
for themselves, I shall vote to submit thls question to the 
States. [Applause.] 

My district in 1910 voted for State-wide prohibition. Every 
county in my district is under local option. Every town in my 
district is under local option, save one. In 1914, when we had 
a referendum on a State statute providing for the county unit, 
every county in my district voted for the county unit, save one. 

I interpret the vote in my district on these questions as re
flecting the sentiment of my district, and in connection with 
the numerous petitions, letters, and telegrams received by me 
as a warrant for me to permit my people to vote on this ques
tion for themselves, and I am not going to arrogate to myself 
the high privilege of saying to them that they may not do so. 
On the other hand, in the years past, I do not know of any 
question that has ever been submitted to the people of the 
United States that has more in it for the welfare of the Amer
ican people than this question of how best to deal with the liquor 
traffic. 

Whether it may be done in the manner proposed in this reso
lution is open to serious consideration, but I can not imagine 
that any thoughtful man, having regard :for the public welfare, 
any good citizen, any father, any husband, any brother or son, 
would not willingly abolish this iniquitous traffic from among 
the American people if he had it in his power to do so. [Ap
plause.] It is fraught with more misery and more woe to the 
people of our country than all other ills combined. [Prolonged 
applause.] 

l\1r. VOLSTEAD. 1\.Ir. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. LA FoLLETTE] such time as he may desire. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington [1\Ir. LA 
Fo~LETTE] is recognized. 

1\fr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. Speaker, twelYe mi11ions of people 
hnve petitioned the American Congress to have this resolution 
submitted to the States; practically one-eighth of our popula-
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tion. Not the representative· citizens of a few· States, not the to become nsefril members of society and handicapping them in 
representative citizens of the small States, but representative · the pursuit of life, liberty, and happiness, I say, would the 
citizens of the entire 48 States of the Union have signed this : gentle-J?en contend that this is not the business of society as 
petition. embodied in the laws of State and Nation? I think not and 

Mr. Speaker, when I consider that that vast number have more than that, gentlemen all know that there are hundr~ds of 
petitioned _'the Ame-rican Congress for the right to have it thousands of such cases throughout the length and breadth of 
demonstrated whether or not their opinion has really become this land. 
the opinion of the majority of the people of the United States, I ~he only. reason that can be raised against the passage of 
belie-.e that the American Congress should respond to their this resolution that is actually receiving any consideration is 
request. the one that, unfortunately for fhe human race, bas always been 

Mr. Speaker, I can not agree with the gentleman from Wis- predominant-the dollar 
consin [Mr. LENROOT] that representative government is a fail- _Gentlemen m~y delud~ themselves with State rights theories, 
ure and that the legislators of the States of the Union will not with personal liberty theories, and sophistries of many kinds to 
reflect the wishes of their people. satisfy their consciences in the matter, but I say to come down 

There are individual legislators who do not and wM m1.1 to the last analysis it is the greed of gain, the almighty dollar, 
not; but the great majority of the legislators and legislatures that controls, and if it were not for that influence the use oil 
of our various States do respond to the preponderant ideas and intoX!cating bever~ges would have ceased long ago. And right 
desires of their citizenship. now if it could be fixed in such a manner that no being could 

Mr. Speaker, this debate has taken wide latitude. Eminent derive a profit from the traffic in it, the sale of intoxicating 
lawyet~B, students of constitutional rights and law, have ex- liquor would not be tolerated for a twelvemonth. We would 
pounded their deduction , some of them elaborately, some, for all be a~le to see th~ evil of it, its banefulness to society, its 
lack of time. b.riefly; and others., in m..wy cases, very perftmc- destruction of manhood, its eruelty in .the family. The mothers' 
torily, indeed. tears, the children's cries, the wives' distress would be :i:m-

Some of the most earnest advocates. of national conservation mediately heeded. 
who are wont to discu-ss eloquently of the Government's duty Oh, Mr~ Speaker, I can but feel that this land of the free and 
and right to conserve the forest resources, the mineral re- home of the brave would profit at a time like t.blis if we had an 
sources, and water-power resources, the birds of the air, the all-powerful czar who would say for the benefit of the race 
beasts of the fi€ld-in fact, all of the resources of the eo~try, " I forbid its manufacture for sale or its use as a beverage.';· 
both animate and inanimate, excepting alone and objecting to And I Pl'edic:t that darkest Russia will, under this new dis
the national conservation of our most valuabJe asset, _namely, pensation, if its ruler only adheres to his edict, make the most 
the youth of our country, the human element, the Nation itself. stupendous strides in moral and material welfru•e ever experi
When an attempt is made here in an orderly and lawful w.ay enced by any nation on the face of the earth, advancement 
to provide for national conservation. of humanity they immedi- only possible to men and nations not steeped in alcohol 
ately cry that the rights of the States are beillg invaded, and I have heard that alcohol is a good preservative of the dead, 
these eloquent advocates of national conservation as against but not of the living: Yes; quite the reverse. It is a very 
State conservation, of national control as against State control, useful agent in its place, but that place should not be in the 
hold up their -hands in ooly horror and argue that the States bev~rages of our people. 
should not be permttted to vote_ on the proposition in a way Gentlemen say here that each State should settle the matter 
provided by the Constitution, because, forsooth, representative for itself; that sounds well, but no Slate is of itself sufficient. 
government is a failure, hence the States are not worthy to be The Government is taking means to check the spread of the 
trusted to change their National Constitution, presumably be- foot-and-mouth disease. The Appropriations Committee is be
cause t~ey might amend that Constitution in such a manner ing asked to recommend a large appropriation to be used in its 
that it migh work a financial loss to certain interests and indi- eradication. Well, under our laws we can prohibit the interstate 
viduals, this financial loss outweighing and overshadowing all sh1pment of cattle and hogs. We ha-ve no laws, nor any prob
moral D.Dd material benefit such amendment might be to the ability of any, _prohibiting the interstate shipment of our normal 
large majority of the inhabitants of these States. people, consequently it is not enough to say that each State can 

Seventeen times, 1\Ir. Speaker, have the people of the United settle the matter for itself . . The youtll of our land does not 
States. through their legislatures, amended the original Con- stay at home forever. The mother's heart throbs and longs for 
stitution framed by the fathers, and in every case three- the welfare of her boy, let him be where he will. The mothers 
fourths or more of the States voluntarily renounced their of one State are interested in the welfare of all the States, 
State rights in the matters, and those States that did not bowed likewise the fathers and all good citizens let them live where 
to the will of the majority and acquiesced as they agreed to they will. ' 
do when they entered the Union of States. · It is a national question and can not be confined io the narrow. 

Is the resolution now under consideration any more of a boundaries of a State. 
surrender than was made in all former amendments? I con- I will not go into statistics to prove the extent o~ magnitude 
tend that it is not and that it is much more worthy than were of this traffic or its baneful influence or evil effects, That has 
some of the others. _ been gone into fully here, and it forms a part of the records ~ 

Mr. Speaker, gentlemen have raised here not only the ques- every court, of every city, of every hamlet of our broad land. -
tion of State rights as an argument against the passage of this • Mr. Speaker, I believe the States of the Union should be 
resolution, but have also cried out against the invasion of the given an opportunity to vote on this question, as provided for 
per;,onal-liberty rights of the individual, and have advanced the by our National-Constitution .• I know of nothing comparable to 
argument that neither State nor Nation should .dictate as to this question in importance, that so largely influences the mora!' 
what the individual should eat, drink, and so forth. · This con- and physical well-being of our people, not the people of one 
tention is, in my judgment, so fallacious as to be almost ridicu- State or one community but the people of the entire Nation, 
lous-the Go-.ernment is indirectly saying w.hat the citizen may the question of the prohibition of the sale or of the mannfae
eat and drink every time it passes a pnre-food law and en'forc.es ture for sal~ o-f alcoholic liquors for Beverage· purposes. May, 
the same. this probJbition come speedily. 

It sounds fine to bear a member of society who has an income The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minneosta [.Mr. VoL-
of several thousand ·dollars per annum say, "It is nobody's STEAD] has five minutes left. 
business what I eat ancl drink. I am a gentleman; I will not :Mr. VOLSTEAD. ~ir. Speaker, I yieM to the gentleman from· 
drink to excess; my family will not suffer, consequently . no Illinois [l\1r. CoPLEY]'. 
laws should be passed a.b1idging my liberty or l"ight to purchase The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [l\Ir. CoPLEY] 
and drink what I please." . is recagnized. 

Without going into th~ phases of the question other than Mr: COPLEY. Mr. Speaker, I first read the resolution under · 
those affected by finances, I desire to ask whether the Gov- discussion: 
ernment is not justified in passing just such a law for the, Joint resolution proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the 

.majority of our citizens who do not have incomes of thousands· United States. 
0 tb tb 

Whereas exact scientific research has demonstrated that alcohol is: a 
per annum. n e contrary, we 1.."UOW e average is only a · narcotic polson, destructi.ve and degenewting to tire human organism, 
few hundreds of dollars per annum. Would the gentlemen and that its distribution as a beverage o.c contained in foods lays a 
contend that it is _not the bu. iness .of society if a man drawing, staggering e-conomic burden upon the sboulclers of the people lowers 
a salary of $20 per week. who hns a wife and childi:en to sup- to an appalling degl·ec the avemge stnndanl of chruractcr of our citi-zenship, thereby undermining the public morals and the foun<la.tion 
port, takes the sam attitude as to his personal right to eat of. free -institutions; produces widespread crime, pauperism, and in· 
and d,rink as the man with ten times his income and spendsl sanity; inflicts disease and untimely death upon hundreds of th.ou-
one-half his income in. drink, thereby reducing, the food, rai- ~~:,t~!in~ti~s ~.:u~~g~ha~~ge~a~~r~~~e e~~d~~~ ~~~:-: 
ment, and living comforts of his family, les ening their chances Therefore be it 
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Resolt·ed by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of Amertca in Oongress assembled (two-thirils of each House 
concu1•rtng therei.n), That the following amendment of the Constitu
tion be, and hereby is, proposed to the States, to become valid as a part 
of the Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of the several 
Stutes as prov:_ided by the Constitution. 

"ARTICLE-. 

" SEC'l'ION 1. The sale, manufacture for sale, transportation for sale, 
importation for sale, and exportation for sale of intoxicating liquors 
for beverage purposes in the United States and all territory subject to 
tbe jurisdiction thereof are forever prohibited. - · · 

" SF.c. 2. Congress shal have power to provide for the manufactm·e, 
sale, importation, and transportation ·of intoxicating liquors for sacra
mental, medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical, or scientific purposes, 
or for use in the arts, and shall have power to enforce this article by 
all needful legislation." 

Only one other question in the entire history of our people 
has been fraught with so much danger to the institutions of 
our country, and like slavery this involves many considerations. 
Our people .are divided into two camps and. are growing more 
and more hostile year by year. Although every degree of en
thusiasm is represented in both camps, the more radical element 
is gradually getting control · of each. The people who believe 
that alcohol is a poison and that the manufacture and sale ·of 
intoxicating liquors should be forever stopped in any form feel 
as deeply on this subject as did the abolitionists of the late 
fifties. 

The men who have. invested money in buildings and ma
chinery for the manufacture and distribution of alcoholic 
liquors during a period when the Government recognized it as a 
legitimate industry naturally resent any action that will destr:oy 
the value of their investments, just exactly as any the rest of 
us would resent legislation destroying property which we have 
accumulated in any other line under the sanction of custom and 
law. Not only has the law sanctioned this industry, but it_ has 
even collected revenues running into scores of billions of dollars 
when you consider the total . of Federal, State, and municipal 
taxes levied against it in this country since such taxes were 
first levied. r • 

I shall not take your time to-day to discuss whether or not 
alcohol is a poison. I feel my inability to do so in a manner 
sufficiently intelligent to warrant trespassing upon your atten
tion. Even great scientists disagree on this phase of the sub
ject, and like any other contested point both sides can marshal 
an imposing list of expert witnesses whose authority-no matter 
on which side it is thrown-probably no one of us here would 
be able to successfully-combat. 

Another phase which has to do with the mot·al consideration 
of this question, namely, the balancing of want and suffering 
and .degradation on the one side against an alleged weakening 
of the human fiber through the medium of attempting to legis
late goodness into the human race on the other, also opens up 
a realm of speculation so vast and so shrouded in the abstruse 
that again· many of us might be tangled up in some of the 
complications and lose· sight Qf that which is most important. 

From the correspondence which I have received from people 
interested in both sides it is perfectly evident to me that there 
-is a widespread mismiderstanding among the people of this 
country as to the effect of this vote. We all here realize that 
we are not voting for prohibition, and yet most of the letters 
~and telegrams to me indic-a t{> that both the " drys " and " wets :.' 
in my district generally seem to believe that this is a vote 
either for or against prohibition, whereas the fact is that 
the only effect of a vote on this•floor on this resolution will be 
either to deny or give to the people of this country the right 
to determine for themselves whether or not· they want this 
traffic abolished. 

Under our Constitution we can not invoke an exact referen
dum of a majority of our people on this subject, for it requires 
two-thirds of all the Members of the House and agaip. two
thirds of all the Members of the Senate voting affirmatively 
before it can possibly be presented to our qualifi,ed vot~rs; and 
even then they can not vote on it directly but must elect mem
bers of the legislatures of the various States, for before this 
can become a law three-fourths of all our States must, through 
their legislatures, vote affirmatively on the same resolution. It 
comes the nearest to being a referendum of anything that we 
can get, and if it is finally agreed to by the necessary 36 States 
it will -undoubtedly mean that a great majority of all the people 
of this country desire that it should become a law. As I said, 
this is not a perfect referendum, because if any 13 States should 
withhold their assent it would prevent its adoption as a part 

·of our Federal Constitution, and all the work that had pre· 
viously been done would count for nothing. 

. The population ·of ·our coun~J;Y at the pres~nt time hqlds' 
about the same ratio between the States that it did when the 
census was taken in 1910. Using those figu.res as a basis tlie 

total population of the present States was 91,972,266 at that 
time. If the .13 States having the smallest population, namely: 

~i\f?Jtt~:~~~~~~:~~~~:~~~~::=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ lif:iiJ 
~~~o!rexic;------------------------------- ~--------- 325,594 _________________ . _____________________ :____ 327' 301 

~~~~,i~~~~~~~=-=-=-=-~=-=-=-=-=-~~~=-~~=-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~~?~~~ !!i:~~~ 
~~~~ b~:~~--------------------·-------------------- 542,610 
South Dakota======================================== g~I;g~~ 

Total------------------------------------------ 4,526,807 
.Should refuse to give thei~· consent, it would mean that 
4,526,897 people could absolutely nullify the wishes of 87 445 369. 
.On the other hand, if only the 36 States having the ~mailest 
population. viz: 

.~~~~~~~=~~:~~~~:~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
·~~~~~':I~::~-::[:[f::~-:~-:=-~::t::~~:f~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
New Hampshire--------------------------------------

.~~~~i b~:~~:::::_~-:::_~-::::_~~~==================== 
South Dakota----------------------------------------

~~j:~}}~j~~~~~;;}~~~~~};~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
VVest ·Virginia _______________________________________ _ 

.~~it!i:~=~~~~~::::::::::::::::::~;=================== 
~~f~~~~:::::::=:====:=====:==:~===========~======== 
~t~i!i~~::::::::::::::::::::::~==================== 
~innesota------------------------~------------------
Alabama __________________ ·---------------------------
Tennessee------~-------------------------------------
North Carolina---------------------'------------------
Iowa ____________________ ~---------------------------

~~~~~~fa::::_~~~-:::::::::::_~-:-~==================== 

81,875 
145,965 
202, 322 
204,3[14: 
32!1,594 
327,H01 
35f5,956 
373,351 
376,053 
430, 572. 
542,610 
577,056 
583,888 
672,765 
742,371 
752,619 
799, 024 

1,114,756 
1,141,9!)0 
1,192,214 
1, 221, 119 
1,295,346 
1,515,400 
1,574,449 
1,656,388 
1,657,155 
1,690,949 
1,797,114 
2,061,612 
2,075,708 
2,138,093 
2,184,789 
2, 206,287 
2,224,771 
2,289,905 
2, 333,860 

Total __________________________________________ 40, 865,u81 

Should vote affirmatively it would mean that 40,865,581 
people· could. force their policy upon an unwilling 51,106,685. -
We can see from this how possible it is to fail. of a perfect 
referendum; and yet the chance that only the smallest States 
will dissent or affirm is so remote that I think we can safely 
assume that if this resolution secures the necessah two-thirds 
vote in the House of Representatives and in the Senate, and if 
36 States ratify it and it becomes a law, that the resolution 
has inet with the approval of a vast majority of all of our 
people. 

If there ~ver was a question before the American people which 
ought to be decided by a referendum vote it is one like this, 
which so irreconcilably divides the thought and actions of our 
citizens. A great moral question must always be decided b the 
ballot or the bayonet. We decided another such question 50 
years ago by lhe latter method, and I think no man living to-day 
believes that it was the better way to determine the ifi;ue. 
· Whenever any considerable percentage of people want a cer
tain policy adopted, and when it is impossible to determine in 
advance whether it is a minority or a majority that so desires, 
it makes for good citizenship to determine definitely which fac
tion shall control. Our Republic itself is built on the foundation 
.of the right of a majority to rule and that carries with it the 
right to expect the minority to acquiesce in the expressed will of 
the majority. 

I feel that I should be derelict in my duty, not only as a Mem
ber of Congress but as a citizen of the United States, if I deny 
an opportunity to determine whether or not the people who 

. believe in prohibitic;m are in a sufficient majority to amend the 
Constitution. 

There is one very practical phase of this question which must 
be thrashed out . in every n;tan's h~art. The Federal Goveru
ment collected as taxes from alcoholic liquors and dealers 
therein for this fiscal y~ar endjng June 30.' 1914, $228,178,849.58. 
This coming year, owing to an increase of 75 cents per barrel on 
beer and other increaseq taxes, it .will probably collect >ery 
nearly $300,000,000, over 40 per cent of all the moz1ey this Gov
ernment now raises from all sources of taxation. The various 
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State and mtmicipal governments collected very nearly $200,000,- an expression by them on a question in which they are so 
000 more, making a total of about $500,000,000 per year. This greatly concerned? . 
would mean that we must raise from some other source $5.43 · Many of my constituents are opposed to prohibition. I~ 
for every man, woman, and child in this country, provided the voting for the resolution I do no injustice to them, because 
population has not increased since the census of 1910 . . The best they will have equal opportunity with those in favor of it to 
estimate, however, of the increase would give us about 100,- express their convictions. · 
000,000 people at the present time, which would mean $5 per I regard it as a duty, so far as my vote will do it, to give 
capita to be raised from other sources. There are on an average the people that opportunity-a right which belongs to them. 
5.1 members to each family. This would m€an that the average [Applause.] 
family throughout the entire country must be prepared to pay · The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina [M,r. 
O\er $25 per year to replace the revenues now drawn from these WEBB] is recognized. _ 
sources. Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of my time 

Every citizen when he votes on this question must take this to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MURRAY]. 
into consideration, and must prepare himself in his heart for the The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma [1\fr. 
pos ibility of making up his share of this amount out of his own MuRRAY] is recognized for seven minutes. 
pocket. Mr. -MURRAY. Mr. Speaker, the- gentleman from Indiana 

The real meaning of this bill can _per}1aps .be summed up in [Mr. MoRRISON] suggested that this may mean the death-the 
he one question : Are the people of this country able to govern political death, of course-of many of us. Be it even so. But 

themselves-able to determine for themselves that which is for each chooses his own form of burial. We stand between an 
heir own best interest? We b:ave now had 138 years' experi- opportunity of having the church choir sing a hymn and ·the 
nee, and if popular government is a failure it is high-time for preacher -pronounce a holy benediction over the departing soul 
s to. find it out. I have every faith in the ability of the people departing for the spirit land, OI' to have our graves decorated 

of this country to select that which is best for themselves after with saloons and breweries. Which will you take? [Laughter 
they have made a careful study of any question. and applause.] 

I nm certain that if this resolution carried with it a pro- I would not vote for the Morrison amendment unless I were 
vision for paying for the actual property losses sustained by either conniving at the defeat of this movement or so fanatical 
individuals who ha.ve in,ested money upon implied assurance that I could not recognize that alcohol has a useful purpose in 
that our Government recognized such investments as legitimate, medicine and in science. I would not vote for any prohibition 
it would be much more likely to become a law, and in such an amendment that did not recognize that legitimate use. 
event the minority would be much more likely to acquiesce in We are not here finally to determine the solution of the liquor 
the will of the majority. problem. We had to begin this battle to destroy the organized 

When I look at the great centers of population of this country saloon element, and until we have destroyed the organized 
I wonder how easy it would be to enforce such a law in New saloon there can never be a final solution of this problem. 
York, Cincinnati, Chicago, St. Louis, Milwaukee, and many Men may say-and they do say-that you can not enforce pro· 
other cities, for, after all, a law can only be enforced when it hibition. I say to you, you can enforce it in any county where 
has back of it the weight of popular opinion. I do not quite you have the judge, the sheriff, the prosecuting attorney,- and 
see how even the entire standing Army of the United States, the jury composed of law-abiding citizens. It is true that you 
with its present proportions, could enforce such a law in all the may not in certain localities elect all from that class, but with 
great cities of this country at the same time-, and yet a sufficient the Federal power having a concurrent jurisdiction, appointive 
number of our States have already declared for State-wide and representing the whole Ameriean ·people, you will have that 
prohibition to warrant the presumption that a very considerable judge, that prosecuting officer, that- marshal, and a citizenship 
percentage desire an opportunity to express themselves on this who will uphold tl;le law when they sit upon the jury. It will 
subject, and I shall, therefore, vote for this resolution. then be strong, because the jury box will be strong. It is for 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. l\Ir. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from the purpose of des_troying the saloon el~ment, ~ho insinuate 
West Virginia -[Mr. SuTHERLAND] ~uch time as he may desire. themsel¥es into all our political battles and defeat the best 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Yirginia [Mr. measures of government, both State and Federal, for which we 
SuTHERLAND] is recognized. are now working. My opinion is that there will never be a final 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. Speaker, I deire to avail myself of solution of the liquor problem until the Government itself as-
the rule and extend my remarks in the RECORD. [Applause.] sumes the monopoly of the entire manufacture and control of 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from alcohol for the legitimate purposes provided by law . 
. West Virginia [Mr. Moss] such time as he may desire. Now, my friends, it is urged that because there is a joint con-

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. trol or jurisdiction between the States and the Federal Go\ern-
Moss] is recognized. rrient it would wipe out that dear principle of twice put in 

Mr. MOSS of 'Vest Virginia. Ur. Speaker, by a majority of jeopardy for the same offense. In Oklahoma we ha¥e that con
about 100,000 votes West Virginia declared herself in favor of current jurisdiction. 
prohibHion, so that you may all know where We t Virginia's The east half of Oklahoma, which comprised the Five Civil-
delegation stands. ized Tribes, is "virgin prohibition territory." It is the only 

I a k leave, Mr. Speaker, to extend my remarks in the RECORD. territory under our flag that never had a salQon since gov-
[Applause.] ernment was organjzed. May it never have one. [Applause.] 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to reserve the balance We have there a joint control of the State and Federal author-
of my time. ity, which operates just as this provision will operate when 

The SPEAKER The gentlema.n reserves three minutes and a adopted. Mark what I say. It will in the end be adopted. No 
half. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. WEBB] has nine man, however great, and no political party in this Republic 
minutes. can live against the temperance movement for the destruction 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gentle- of the organized saloon. [Applause.] · For a'man to say that 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. FABR]. a conviction in a State court could not be pleaded in bar of a 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. conviction in the Federal court, or vice versa, is to overlook 
FARR] is recognized for two minutes. another provision of our Constitution, which prohibits twice in 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, do we believe in the rule of the jeopardy. Lawyers know that you must read all sections of 
people-government of the people for the people by the people? law together. Constitutional lawyers also know that when

Do we believe they are inte1ligent enough to decide this ever there is a conflict between one provision of a constitu-
question for themselves? . tion and the provisions in the Bill of Rights the other pro\isions 

Shall we respect their numerous vigorously expressed desires? must gi've way to the Bill of Rights. The provision in our 
· Are we truly representatives of the people? Constitntion that is in itself a bill of rights, to wit, that .no man 

These are questions, vital ones, that enter into this issue. shall be put in jeopardy twice upon any charge, will prevail 
No one disputes that there is lJ. clearly defined, widespread, over this amendment or any other, and when you read this sec: 

profound interest in this important question. Millions of people tion, when adopted, with that section there will be complete . 
haYe petitioned this Congress to give them a chance to decide harmony; and whenever the State government chooses to prose: 
for themselves whether or not they want nation-wide prohibi- cute it can do so, and if it fail the Federal Goyemment will 
tion. step in, as it does in my State in some sections, where it is 

I ha\e receiT"ed petitions, resolutions, letters, and telegrams difficult for local authority to control, and will enforce the law. 
representing thousands of my constituents on both sides of Do not be uneasy about that. Do not be uneasy about this pro
this important question. What right have I as their Repre- vision prohibiting the traffic. After its adoption there will be 
sentative in Congress, elected by" them, to st~nd in the way of no more ·saloons or traffic. [Applause.] 
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The SPEA.KER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VoLsTEAD] has three min
utes and a half and' the gentleman from Alabama. [1\Ir. H.OBSO.N] 
has 16 minutes. 

.i\fr. VOLSTEAD. I yield my three minutes and a half to 
the gentleman from Alabama [1\Ir. HoBSON]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoB
soN] is recognized for 19! minutes. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I listened with great interest 
to the entertaining speech of my friend from Indiana [Mr. 
MoRRISON]. I have never taken a personal view of this ques
tion at all. The thing that surprised me and puzzled me some
wha t in his detailed elaboration of his own antecedents was 
that, having received direct instructions in 1908 on the matter 
involved in his amendment, he bas ne"Ver yet seen fit to intro
duce it until the last .few days. Now, I may not be a g1-eat 
lawyer, but I certainly have this much knowledge of our 
organic law, that the first requisite for an intelligent and timely 
submission, or laying before Congress for submission, of· an 
amendment to our Constitution, is to know that there is a 
call, a demand from the people in the se-.eral States ; and my 
friend [Mr. 1\IonnrsoN] seems to have forgotten, in his detailed 
description, to enumerate what petitions he has received in the 
interest of his substitute. Be referred to no resolutions having 
been passed by any temperance, prohibition, church, or other 
organizations in the land. Now, I confess to having been a 
naval constructor in my day, and to having the ability in my 
profession at least to help build a battleship. That was my 
profession. But what puzzles me is how my able friend [1\ir. 
MonnrsoN], so· full of humor, should have imagined that this 
body or the American people would try to attain an object 
through the passage by both Houses of Congress by a two
thirds maj.ority, and a ratification by three-quarters of all the 
States, that which could. be attained by a simple majority vote 
of the Congress. 

I may not be versed in the intricacies of the law, but my 
scientific training has enabled me to see how clear this great 
and difficult and complex. question really is. 

·what is the object of this resolution? It is to destroy the 
agency that debauches the youth of the land• and· thereby per
petuates its hold upon the Nation. Bow does the resolution 
propose to destroy this agent? In the simplest manner. It 
does not attempt to abuse him. It simply says that he shall 
not make profits in barter and sale out of a business in which 
he can not get customers by teaching old and grown-up men 
t.o drink, but has to debauch the youth of the land. It does 
not coerce any drinker. It simply says that barteT and sale, 
matters that have been a public function from the semicivilized 
days of society, shall ' not continue the debauching of the youth. 
Now, the Liquor Trust are wise enough· to know that they can 
not perpetuate their sway by depending on debauching grown 
people, so they go to an oi'ganic method of teaching the young 
to drink. Now we apply exactly the same method to destroy 
them. We do not try to force old drinkers to stop drinking, but 
we do effectively_ put an end to the systematic, organized de
bauching of our youth through thousands and tens of thousands 
of agencies throughout the land. l\fen here may try to escape 
the simplicity of this problem. They can not. Some are trying 
to defend alcohol by saying that its abuse only is bad and that 
its temperate use is all right. Science u.bsolutely denies it, and 
proclaims that drunkenness does not produce one-tenth part of 
the harm to society that the widespread, temperate, moderate 
drinking does. Some say it is adulteration that harms. Some are 
trying to say that it is only distilled liquors that do harm. 
Science comes iri now and says that all alcohol does harm ; 
that the malt and fermented liquors produce vastly more harm 
than distilled liquors, and that it is the geneml public use of 
such drinks that has entailed the gradual decline and degeneracy 
of the nations of the past. 

They have no foundation in scientific truth to stand upon, 
and so they resort to all kinds of devious methods. 

Their favorite contention is that we can not reach the evil 
because of our institutions. This assumes that here is some
thing very harmful and injurious to the public health and mor
als, that imperils our very institutions themselves and the per
petuity of the Nation, but the Nation has not within itself, be
cause of its peculiar organization, the power to bring about the 
public good and end a great public wrong. They invoke the 
principle of State rights. As a matter· of fact, we are fighting 
more consistently for State rights than they ever dreamed of. 
We know the States have the right to settle this question, and 
furthermore our confidence in three-quarters of all the States to 
act wisely does not lead us to fear that if we submit the propo
sition to them they might establish an· imperialistic empire. 
\'i~e lJelie\e that three-quarters of all the States have the wis-

dam as wen ·as the · rigJit to settre the riatimial prohibition 
question f-oi· this country. 

They talk of the ·size. or· the unit for prohibition. We know 
perfectly well that· the size of the unit fs not involved in the 
principle. If we were contending to-day for a State-wide unit 
the opposition would say that the county unit is the proper unit. 
If we wer.e contending for the county linit, ·as in Indiana, they 
would at once say the township is the proper unit. 

They can not find refuge behind the superficial proposition 
of not being able ·to collect reTenue u.nd taxes: We collect 
$230,000,000 revenue, but what does that revenue .mean? It is 
the people's money. What does the collection of that money, 
entail upon the people? Crime, pauperism, and insanity, which 
the Liquor Trust ought to be coml)elled to support but does 
not. The liquor interests, in\olving a burden of direct taxa
tion of nearly $2,000,000,000, collect over two billions of actual 
cash from our people. They lower terrifically the average 
standard of productivenes , entailing 8,000,000,000 . lo s an
nually, and cause the premature death of hundreds of thousands 
of our people that ought to live·on as producer , entailing other 
billions of loss. Why, gentlemen, it mounts up in the region 
of sixteen billion dollars a year, the loss entailed in the col
lection of a revenue of $230,000,000. 

Gladstone said to the brewer.s that claimed special conside-ra
tion at the hands of the Government because of the revenue 
whicll they paid: 

Do not speak to me about the revenues from strong drink. Give me 
a people who do not squander their substance in strong drink and I 
will find an easy and ready means of raising the necessary revenue for 
carrying on the Government. _ _ , 

It was the same philosophy in the maturity, of his years whicli 
led him to declare th"Rt strong drink is. more destructiYe than 
the historic scourges of war, pestilence, and famine combined. 

Neither can they take refuge about any assumed question ot 
indi"Vidllal liberty. We do not say that a man shall not dTink. 
We ask for no sumptuary action. We do not say that a man 
shall.J not haTe or make liquor iii his own home for his own use. 
Nothing of that sort is in"Volved in this resolution. We only touch 
the sale. A man• may feel he has a right to drink, but he cer• 
tainly has no inherent right to sell liquor: A man's liberties are 
absolutely secure in this resolution. The liberties and sanctity of 
the home are protected. The liberties of the community are 
·secure, the liberties of the county are· secure, and the liberties 
of the State are secure. 

Let no one imagine that a State to-day has the real power and 
right to be wet of its own volition. Under the taxing power of 
the Federal Government by act of Congress, Congress could 
make every St.'lte in the coJ]ntry dry. They need not think it is 
an inherent right for a State to be wet; it is not; but there ~ 
an inhe~:ent right in every State and every county and every 
town hip to be dry, and these rights are now trampled upon, and 
this monster· prides himself in trampling upon them. · 

Why, here to-day Member after Member has proclaimed that 
prohibition does not prohibit, and r have heard them actually, 
tell us that prohibition could not prohibit. They tell us that 
this interstate liquor pow.er is greater than the National Gov
ernment. It is analogous to the days of piracy. The pirates 
were strong, so they adopted the flag of a skull and. crossbones. 
They would board a ship, put the crew to the sword, and then, 
in defiance of all organized society., would hoist the black flag 
above the flag of the ship and set it adrift on the high seas, 
priding themselves that they wer:e greater than and defied all 
organized society. 

Here is this monster intruding itself upon the floor of this 
House, speaking through the mouths, whether consciously or 
unconsciously, of men standing high in power and influence, and 
telling us tliat they will hoist the bluck flag with the skull and 
crossbones above the Stars and Stripes themselves. 

My friend from Indiana [Ml·. MoRRISON] must be blind in one 
eye. Be saw the influence of the temperance forces in this 
struggle, but he failed to see the powerful hand. of the great 
organized liquor forces. 

Mr. Speaker, one of my colleagues from Alabama had to flaunt 
in my face here that r had been defeated by my opponent in the 
recent Democratic primary: I will say to my colleague and to 
all .Members assembled· here that my powerful and influential 
opponent did. not fight alone in Alabama. Whether he knows it 
or not, the National Liquor · Trust of America opened up three 
different headquarters and conducted the major part of that 
great campaign against me; with over 100 stenographers there 
and 800 men on their salaried pay mils. 

An army of workers, 500 workers called out at $5 a day, 
$2.~00 a day in one county alone. · Wall Street-and I am not 
guessing-raised a fund which was sent there " to help defeat 
HoBsoN." Wall Street brought their great · financial power to 
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bear upon our corporations until they were fighting me practi
cally to a unit; their hand was felt in the great mines and in 
the great mills. The party organization fought me instead of 
being neutral; the governor and his administration fough~ me; 

· the President and his administration fought me.. I fought smgle
handed and alone against the mighty political forces of the 
Nation. After my defeat, an echo of which we have here to-day, 
they held me up as a warning to all men in public life-HoBSON 
buried beneath a political avalanche, HoBsoN politically dead! 

Mr. Speaker, I entered the Navy at the age of 14 and served in 
the. Navy for 18 years. I never knew anything but to serve my . 
country. When I left the Navy it was my hope that I might be 
in public life and serve my country all my days. My colleagues, 
I may be politically dead, but I say to you that I am not afraid 
of political death. I would r!\ther have held my head up and 
fought these mighty forces for eight months, day and night, 
like a man, though it had cost me political death a hundred 
times. [Applause.] I appreciate what an honor it is to be a 
United States Senator, but I would rather hold my head up and 
do a man's part in my day and generation now, when it is dan~ 
gerous; I would rather have it go down to my children that I 
tried to be a man in the midst of political danger ; I would 
rather do a man's part to help cut this millstone of degeneracy 
from the- neck of suffering humanity-! would Tather do that, 
you think, than to be a United States Senator from Alabama? 
If I know my own mind I would rather do it ten times over 
than be President of these United States.- [Applause.] 

And I say now, as I said before, I will meet this foe on a 
hundred battlefields. If the . Sixty-third Congress does not 
grant this plain right of the people for . this referendum to 
change their organic law, to meet this mighty evil, the Sixty
fourth Congress will be likewise invoked. I do not say that we 
are going to get a two-thirds majority here to-night, I do not 
say that we will get a two-thirds majority in the Sixty-fourth 
Congress, because we have not yet had a chance to appeal to 
Caesar· but I do say that the day is coming when we shall .have 
that referendum sent to the States, nor is that day as far dis
tant as some may imagine. Unless this question .· h&s been 
made a State matter, as we are asking now for it to be so made 
by being removed from national politics, and referred to the 
States-if this is not done by the ~intervening Congresses, I 
here announce to you the determination of the great moral, 
the ·great spiritual, the great temperance and prohibition forces 
of this whole Nation to make this question the paramount 
issue in 1916, not only to gain a two-thirds majority in the 

·Houses of Congress, but to have an administration that neither 
in the open nor under cover will fight this reform, so that 
i ~ the spring of 1917 with an extraordinary session of the 
Sixty-fifth Congress we will have a command from the masters 
of men and of Congress to grant this right to the people. My 
appeal is to each one of you now, be a man when the vote is 
taken and do your duty. [Applause.] 

l\Iy time has been so short and divided into separate parts 
that in order to have continuity l will under leave to print 
insert the following, even at the risk of some repetition: 

. THE TRUTH ABOUT ALCOHOL. 
"And ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free."

St. John, viii, 32. 
1\Ir. Speaker, when we reach the consideration of the pending 

resolution under the five-minute rule the friends of the meas
ure propose to offer amendments that would substitute House 
joint resolution 277 for House joint resolution 168. The word
ing of the former resolution is preferred because it removes all 
objections founded upon the fear that the rights of the States 
might be curtailed. 

GREATEST QUESTION OF HISTORY. 
This question, Mr. Speaker, antedates human slavery. This 

qqestion has bafHed every civilization that has passed through 
the panorama of history . It is the greatest question in the life 
history of the human species, actuany determining more than 
all other questions combined the perpetuity of any civilization. 

AGITATING THE NATIONS OF EUROPE. 
The civilization of western Europe, the civilization of central 

Europe, and the civilization of eastern Europe and of Asia are 
now involved in a great world war, and the respective Govern
ments involved have come to recognize that to survive their 
nations and their armies must be sober, so that to-day this ques
tion is foremost in the councils of all nations of the world. The 
fact at the foundation of this world interest is the recent dis
covery made by science that a man, a family, a State, a nation, 
an empire, a civilization, or a race to survive must be sober. 

"The fight against alcohol is tbe most important phenomenon of 
our epoch-weightier than all State affairs, wars, and concluded 
peaces."-Prof. Fick. of Wurzburg. 

AMERICA MUST BE SOBER. 
The object of this resolution, 1\Ir. Speaker, is to establish those 

conditions that will make our Nation ultimately a sober nation
able rto compete in the world's struggle for commercial and in
dustrial supremacy; able to maintain and preserve the liberties 
that have come down from our forefathers; able to protect 
and defend our territory, our institutions, and to defend the 
cause of justice, liberty, and peace in all the world. 

ORGANIC TREATMENT FOR AN ORGANIC DISEASE. 
The method proposed in the resolution, Mr. Speaker, is a 

recourse to our organic law, applying organic treatment to this 
deep organic disease. In the wisdom of our fathers, vindicated 
by the experience of history, the organic law of our Nation is 
lodged in the hands of the several States. The first and most 
fundamental of all the rights of the States is the right to change 
the organic law .. The part played by Congress is simply that 
of giving to the States a referendum. 

.; • QUESTION OF REFEREXDUM. . 
Mr. Speaker, we are not asking -Congress to make i country 

dry. Let no Member be deceived in this matter. We are.simp1y 
asking Congress to . refer .the question for its decision--to the 
States, where the legislators can either decide themselves or 
take recourse to a referendum to the people . . The Member whO' 
votes against the rule .or the resolution votes to deny the States 
and the people their right of referendum. 

We made no complaint against the Judiciary Committee when 
it reported House joint resolution 168 without recommendation, 
for the main question before them was to refer the question 
to the House. This committee acted in the spirit of our insti
tutions, and we now call on Members of Congress, whether wet 
or dry, to do likewise. 

THE PEOPL.E DEMAND THIS REFERENDUM, 
Mr. Speaker, in the spirit of an institution the first and 

paramount consideration in such a . case is whether there is a 
public demand, whether the people want to settle the question 
for themselves, as indicated by requests or petitions from a 
respectable number of citizens. 

I ask Members to examine that scroll stretching across this 
Chamber, more than 150 feet long. That is only a partial 
record of the lists of public meetings where resolutions were 
adopted, giving the number of voters. If the petitions them
selves were assembled end to end, they would stretch for miles. 
More than 6,000,000 American citizens have petitioned Con
gress, ten times more petitioners than have ever signed any 
petition in the history of the world. More than 12,000 organi
zations have adopted formal resolutions calling on Congre~s to 

GREATEST PROBLEM SINCE SLAVERY, . grant this referendum. 
Mr. Speaker, this resolution places squarely before Congress To-day 14 sovereign States are State-wide dry, and 5 more are 

the greatest question and the most. difficult probl~m that has 

1 

expected to become St!J.te-wide dry in 1918. T.o-day over 1,800 
confronted Congress and the American people smce slavery. counties are dry by Jaw. This number should really be in-

. There is a close analogy between the two, both dealing with creased to get the number of dry counties, for 68 out of ·78 
great human wrongs. There is some general analogy between counties in Ohio went dry ill the recent elections, and scores 
the way in which the two problems were met. After many of counties in Pennsylvania, Indiana, and States without 
compromises and efforts at regulation the solution of the county option are dry. 
slavery question was found in complete abolition. We hav~ To-day 56 per cent of all the people of the United States live 
completed the analogous efforts at regulation, nnd this resolu- under prohibition law enacted by their own majority votes. 
tion brings us squarely up to the final proposition of the aboli- I call attention of members to this black and white map. It 
tion of the liquor traffic. Slavery was deeply rooted in the shows that 76 per cent of all the area of continental United 
social structure of the world and gripped with vested hoid States is now dry territory. No one need talk about a minority 
the business, politics, and Governments of the nations. Th~ of the people trying to dictate to a majority. Mr. S11eaker, a · 
liquor traffic is more deeply and wider ·rooted with a stronger majority of the people of the United States are dry to-day. 
vested grip. Th~ abolition of slavery entailed a great struggle This majority on the whole represents, though not exclusively, 
in arms. The abolition of the liquor traffic has now risen with the conscience, the religion, the moral-uplift forces of tile whole 
a mighty pending struggle at th.e ballot, to be settled in 1916. Nation. A small percentage of the votes can secure n referen-
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dum in the referendum States. Th.ree States of the Confed
era<;y could secure the submission of n constitutional amend
ment. How can any ]\fember from .a referendum State or any 
American refuse this mighty appeal? 

Mr. Speaker, upon the demand of the public the Congress, 
in compliance wlth the spirit of our institutions, has submitted 
many proposed amendments to the States, but neYer yet has 
there been such a public demand ; never yet has there been 
such a fraction of a demand. 

The fu·st and paramount consideration, whether the people 
want to pass on this question, leaves no ground for doubt. Mr. 
Speaker, the American people have a right to this referendum, 
and they demand from Congress the opportunity to exercise 
this right. 

NOT A TEMPORAllY WAVE.. 

Let no Member imagine that this great demand is a tempo
rary wave of popular emotion likely to subside. On the con
trary, it is the manifestation of the gathering power of a 
mighty conviction rooted in education. The truth about· alco
hol is rapidly bringing men and nations out from tmder the 

ALCOHOLIC AN..:ESTHESIA. OF HlSTORY. 

As tbey awaken, they behold the awful nature of the malady 
and its limitless ravages. This resolution is but the crystalliza
tion of the deepest public conviction into a plan of action. 

QUESTIONS OF FACT, NOT OF OPINION. 

Mr. Speaker, these convictions are permanent, because they 
are follllded on questions of fact and not of opinion. They 
revolve about the nature of alcohol, a chemical compound whose 
properties have been definitely ascertained at the hands of 
science. Whether Members of this House are " wet " or " dry,". 
all should acquaint themselves with the recent findings of 
science as to what alcohol really is, and the effect it really has 
upon the human organisms, and through the human organisms 
upon the political and social organisms. In other words, Mr. 
Speaker, the whole question hinges upon 

THE TRUTH ABOUT ALCOHOL. 

The Good Book tells us, "And ye shall know the truth, and 
the truth shall make you free.'l 

I assume, Mr. Speaker, that every Memb~r in this Bouse will 
be loyal to the truth when in his own reason and in his own 
conscience he has found it. Loyalty to the truth is really the 
true test of a man, whether he is in the image of his Maker 
and is worthy of that dignity that attaches to human life 
above the life of the brute living on the plane of self-preserva
tion. 

MAN 'EDUCATtiD JN UltROll. 

I realize full well, Mr. Speaker, how with the deceptive 
properties of alcohol and the powerful financial interests con
nected with it tile average mun of to-day has been molded in an 
atmosphere of error as to its real nature. The educational 
effects of his observation as to the harmful effects of drunken
ness have been partly dissipated by the constant reiteration that 
the harm comes from the abuse and not the temperate use, the 
results of which do not appear on the surface. As a matter of 
fact the effect of the moderate use of -alcoholic beverages spread 
o\er the whole Nation has done and is doing vastly more .harm 
than all the drunkenness and intemperance combined. 

ALCOHOL A PQlSON !00 ALL L!FE, 

The substance about which this whole question revalves is a 
chemical compound of the group of the oxide derivatives of the 
hydrocarbons, its formula being <1ffi(OH), 2 atoms of carbon, 
6 of hydrogen, and 1 of oxygen. Among the other memb-ers 
of this group may be mentioned carbolic acid, chloral hydrate
popularly called chloral-morphine, and strychnine. Alcohol is 
produced by the process of fermentation, in which process fer
ment germs devour glucose in solution derived from grain, 
grapes, and other substances, and in their life processes they 
throw off waste products like other living organisms. One of 
the waste products is the gas that causes bubbling. The other 
waste product is the liquid alcohol. Alcohol is then the toxin, 
the · 

LOATHSOME EXCRETION, 

of a living organism. It comes under the _general law govern
ing toxins, namely, the toxin of one form of life is .a poison to 
the form of life that produ<!ed it and a poison to every other 
form of life of a higher order. The ferment germs are single
cell germs-the lowest form of life known--consequently their 
toxin, alcohol, is a poison to all forms of life, whether plants, 
animals, or men-a pojson to the elemental protoplasm ont of 
which all forms of life are constructed. The first scientific find
ing about alcohol is that "alcohol is a protoplasmic poison." An 
organic substance placed in alcohol is preserved inde:finit~ly, 

bec~use uo li-ving thing~neither germs of decomposition nor the 
ferment g.er·ms themselves--can penetrate the alcohol. 

NO FOOD VALUE. 

We must therefore surrender all ·our preconceived ideas about 
the supposed food v-alue and 'benefits of alcohol, even in the 
smallest quantities. As an illustration, one mug of mild beer
supposed to be beneficial and helpful-will in 30 minutes lower 
the efficiency ·of the average soldier 36 per cent in aiming hi 
ritle. 

A llABIT·Ii'ORMTNG DnUG. 

Alcohol has ·the ·property of chloroform and ether of pene
trating actually into the nerve fibers themselve , putting the tis· 
sues under an anresthetic which prevents pain at first, but when 
the amestbetic effect is over discomfort follows throughout the 
tissues of the whole body, particu}arly the nervous system, whlch 
causes a craving for relief by reeour e to the very sub tance 
that produced· the disturbance. This craving grows directly with 
the amount and regularity of 'the drinking. 

UNDER:UINES THE WILL POWER. 

The poisoning attack of alcohol is specially se\ere in the cor
tex cerebrum-the top part of the brain-where reside the 
center of inhibition, or of will powE>r, causing partial paralysis, 
which liberates lower activities otherwise held in control, cau ing 
a man to be more of a brute, but to imagine that be has been 
stimulated, when he is really partially paralyzed. This centel' 
of inhibition is the seat of the will power, which of neces ity 
declines .a little in strength every time partial paralysis tnke ·· 
place. 

LITTLE LESS OF A MAN AFTER EACH DRINK. 

Thus a man is little less of a man after each drink he take . 
In this way continued drinking ca-uses a progressive weakening 
of the wiU and a progressive growing of the craving, so that after 
a time, if persisted in, there must come a point where the will 
power can not control the craving and the victim is in the grip 
of the habit. 

SLAVES .IN SHACKLES. 

When the drinking begins young the power of the habit be. 
comes overwhelming, and the victim might aR well have shackle..;. 
It is ·estimated that there are 5.000.000 heavy drinker nnd 
drunkards in America, and thee ruen might as well haven bnll 
and ·chain on their ankles, for they are more abject slan~s than 
those 'black men who were driven by slave drivers. 

SLAYRRY CONTil\UES. 

It is vain for ns to think that slavery has been abolished. 
There are near-ly twice as many slaves, lar~ely white men, to
day than there were black men ·slaves in Amel'ica at any one 
time. 

PRES.E'NT·DAY SLAVE OWNERS. 

These victims are driven imperatively to procure their liquor, 
no matter at what cost. A few thousand brewers and distillel's 
making up the organizations composing the great Liquor Trust, 
have a monopoly of the supply, and they therefore own these 
5,000,000 slaves and through them they are able to collect two 
and one-half billions of dollars cash from the American people 
every year. 
LIQUOR TRUST ABSORBS YEARLY TWO-THfRDS OF ALL THE MONEY IN CIR· 

CULATION. 

In this way nearly two~fbirds of all the money in circulation 
in America in the course of a year passes into the hands of the 
Liquor Trust. 

HEAVY LOCAL LOSSES. 

Very little of the money paid for liquor remains in circula
tion locally, because liquor employ-s so few men for the capital 
invested and pays them such poor wages. 

LIQUOR THE DEADLY ENEMY OF LABOR. 

Labor unions ought to realize that liquor is their deadlie t 
enemy. It lowers the standard of chUTacter and the standard 
of living of labor. It dissipates the earniD<>'S of lab-or, inter
feres with Eavings, and increases the dependence of labor upon 
the will of capitaL It breeds the Yiolence and disorder that 
often bring labor's cause into disrepute and give the victory to 
their opponents. In an industrial struggle, as in any other· 
struggle, if both opponents are sober. there is good chance for 
arbitration. If one side is debn uched by liquor, it will lo e. 
The road to soive the problems between capital and labor is to 
make the whole country dry as the mining regions of Colorado 
were made dry in the strike. If the capital now in-vested in 
liquor were put to usefnl channels it would employ more than 
a million and a half additio-nal men, woge earners, and largely 
solve the problem of the unemployed. Tills tre.J?lendous increase 
in the demand for labor would cause a general rise in wng s 
and a corresponding rise in the stan.dal'd of living. 
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LlQtTOR 'THE DEADLY ENEMY OB' CAPITAL, 

Rnilroads, ai'mies, manufacturing ·plants, and other employ
ers ·of men are rapidly corning to realize the ·heavy toll of inefii
clency and loss of productiveness on the 1Jart of men 'in their 
employ ·even from moderate ·drinking. Scientific management
at modern industry in every .branch is rapidly corning to de
mand total abstinence. 

rscience as to the real ·nature of alcohol. consequently when the 
,general war broke {JUt· in Europe the GoYernments. though in 
(great •need of Tevenue.s, promptly took advantage of the powers 
conferred under martial law to stiike liquor a deadly blow . . 

THE 'RUSSIAN EMPIRE DRY. 
Shortly after the promulgation of martial law the Ru~sian 

"Government, in spite of the loss of hundreds of millions in 
CHIEF cAcSE OF INDUSTRIAL ACCID»NTS. , rev~nue, i~ued a proclamation to compel prohibition of the 

Investigations in connection .with employers' liability for accl- .national drmk-vo~ka. This order has been made permanent 
dent and sickness are rapidly disclosing the responsibility of ·and, broadly speakmg, the Russian Empire is to remain dry 
liquor for the bulk of the accidents and the sickness jn .mines, ~forever. 
millS, and shOpS and other operations. , PARTIAL PROHIBITION IN FRANCE. 

BILLIONS YEARLY LOST THROUGH LIQUOR. Th~. Ii_'rench Government likewise issued a proclamation Of 
My figures indicate a .-general loss of .-efficiency of about 21! · .;p!ohibltion of th~ manufacture and .sale of absinthe, and .has 

per cent for •the American producer, on the average. This en- 1smce extended thts to include other distilled liquors. 
tans an economic loss of over eight ·billions of dollars by the GERMANY PARTIALLY DRY. 
Nation. As l shall point out in a ;few moments, ·liquor causes After the proclamation of martial law the Government clo!':ed 
the premature death of about 700,000 .American citizens every !down. the breweries throughout the Empire and has promulgated 
year. This entails an economic loss of about five billions. !drastic measures for prohibition in the war zone of the ~ast 

CHIEF CAUSE OF CRn.IE, PAUPERISM., AND INSANIT.Y. When a child is born. in Germany the Government sends a cnrd 
I call attention of Members to the charts that •show that to the mot?er warnmg ~gainst the deadly nature of alcohol 

liquor is causing the bulk of the crime, pauperism, and ·ins:m- When a child enters publlc school in Berlin the Pru ian GoY
tty, and, leaving the support ·of these upon . the public, causes ~~~~~-sends an antialcohol card to the father and mother by 
a burden in direct taxation ·upon the American people of .nearly 
tWO billions. Taking away from •Our people, as ;pointed OUt{ . GERMANS l'N AMERICA OUT OF ACCORD WITH 'THE FATHERLA~D. 
above, two -and one-half . billions, -the •sum total of the economic ~ I~ seems . too bad that the Ge.rmans who ·h~we cast their 
burden laid upon the ~boulders o~ the Nation approximates the · 11ot m .:Amenca shm~Jd .not have caught _the progressive spirit of 
total sum of about Sixteen billions of dollars. We -call the tthe Fatherland. Eight hundred German scientists 116 of them 
Federal Government extravagant -when 'it 'lays a •burden of one rpro'fessors 'in German universities, have made ~ unanimous 
billion for purposes of uplif~ · and -w~ 'S:tand by complacently .as report on t;he. na~ure of beverage alcohol, recommending its 
liquor pl.aces a burden of ·SIXteen- billions for purposes of de- · :complete elirnmabon. A German staff physician .of the Ge.r· 
generacy and destruction, tmd . there •are some ·so deluded as to rn;an ar;my bas announced that " we should not discuss modern
imagine that the Government should encourage liquor , becaus~ fti~n With a 'man. The ·thing has ·long since been settled ·by 
of the paltry two hundred and odd ·_rnillions of -revenue. Let no · · sc~e~~:ce. 'The ·use -of 'llarcotic poisons is simply indecent and 
enlightened Member talk ·about ·the .need of liquor -revenues. _I f ·crmnnal." · 
say to him what l\Ir. Qla.dstone saifrtO the deputatiOD'Of,brewerS OUR GOVERNME 'T STILL tLIQUOR RIDDEN, 
who· made the same · claim: £ It should :be a source ·of ·humiliation to well-informed Amer-

~ive me .a · ~ober people .who do .not:vaste .their substance on strong( Jieans 1:hat our Government shows no indications of chanO'e of 
~k and I W1ll ·find ready means 'Of ra1sing the :necessary .revenues f.or , 1attitude toward liquor Our n"ed .4'. . • · o tbcu government. . · ~ 1.0r revenue 1s much less 

LIQlJOB ·coRRUPTs ·'ELECTioNs. 1 than . that· of ~he natwns at war, and yet in sections 1 and 2 of 
The· Liquor Trust through its vast hordes of money corrupts : ·the revenue : bill :recently passed we ·~ed to liguor .for nearly 

our elections, not only to control -the _results in wet and dry :one-half the tot:al amount, stre~~g the .hold of liquor ·upon 
campaigns, but the election of officers .and ,political _parties 1 .the finances . of .the Government. L1quor ~as the same strangle 
subservient to liquor interests. 'In _many wet and ·dry cam- ) hold upon .the throat of ·our :Go-vernment to-day that sla>ery 
paigns bankers have been put under duress and required to .had befo~e 1~60. Do~ess has not permitted the ·cotton planter 
notify farmers, merchants, and . other business men tthat they . to de~o~t his cotton m ,bond, ~ut. it .:ha~ done every.t;hing for 
would call in .their loans tf the elections·went dry. 1 , the ·distiller so he :c!ln place .his liquor .lll .bond and on these 

CREATES •MENACING •DEGENERATE 'VOTE. { Warrants get .finanCial ~advanceS. 
The growing degenerate vote direct)y due to ll:qnor is now f ~ Ili~uoR DEGE~:es r.THE ;CHARA.CTER. 

menacing not only ·the elections in our _great cities, but in ' the ' -~he rst .finding -df science that alcohol is a protoplasmic 
States that have large cities, and ~eve.n in ·-the Nation .itself. 1 iPOJso_n ·-Wld the ·second •finding =that it •is an insidious, habit
Liquor not only creates this degenerate -vote, ·but it also 'keeps ! ·formmg drug, 'tho~gh of gr~t importance, are as unimportant 
a corruption fund available to purchase-that -vote, -and does not ·when compared ·w1th the third ·finding, that alcohO-l degenerates 
hesitate to spend vast sums tfor this purpose. 'In this :way it · ~e character of men and tears down their spiritual nntnre. 
stands with club in hand over •POliticians and politica1 ·parties. • Like the other memb:-rs of the group of oxide derivatiYes of 

llQLDS CLUB OVE.'R POLITIC.IANS .AND POL"JTI(!AL PARTIES. ~ ' hydr~carbOnS, 'alCO.hOl IS not Only a general pOiSOn, but it hfiS a 
lt is not surprising, .therefore, to _find the :menace -of this ' :cheilllcal affiniJ:Y or deadly appet:!~e for certain particular tis

great blighting -influence in our political 1ife, ·by which our elec- ' , sues. Stcyclmme ~ears ~()W~ the spmal cord. .Alcoh?l t~rs down 
tions can not be normal and political forces ·can not follow in · the ,tqp ,-part .of ~ ~:e .braiD m ·a man, attacks certam tissues in 
their normal course' without cross currents and counter ·cur- :an ·-anlillal, ·Certam :e.ells lin a ·flower. , It has J;leen -established 
rents. It is vain to hope for honest elections until the country ' :that ·Whateve: .the line of n cr.eatUl'e s evolution alcohol will 
is dry. : at~ac?: that lme. Eve~·y type and ever.y species is e>olYing in 

THE ·BLIGHT 101r ,FREE !INSTITUTioNs. ;b.mldmg fr~m gene.ration to generation along some particular 
The liberties and institutions of a free people .must -"depend l :llne .. Man lS evolvmg in _the top :part of the brain, .the seat of 

for their perpetuity upon ·the average standard . of -character <Jf l the 'Will power, the se3;t of the J?Pral senses. and of the spirit
the electorate. In America where we have manhood ·suffrage ' ·ual na~e, the recognition of .. nght and wrong, the conscious
the degeneracy produced, particularly in :'big cities, ·is under- ,ne s. of God and of duty and of brotherly love and of self-
mining :the .foundations of our institutiGns. .sacrifice. 

THE , DOWNFALL .OF REPUDLICS. REv.ER,SES ..THE LIFE PRINCIPL~ OF THE 'UNIVERSE. 
It is ' this same lowering · of ·the average standard of, charac-' ~11 lif-e ln 'the uD:lverse is fouhded upon the p:rinciple of e.vo-

ter of the -citizenship in the -past 'that-entailed the ·overthrow ·of tlt;tion_. Alcohol directly reverses that principle. Man .has 
the liberties of Greece and Rome .and other "Republies. It .seems rrisen from. the ·savage up through .successive steps to the Jevel 
rather ironical for liquor men to •call upon the name of liberty. ~ of _the s.errusayage, _the semicivilized, and the highly civilized. 

GRIPS THE THnOAT ·OF GOVERNMENT. LI_QUOR .AND TliE RED MAN. 

Through ·control of political parties and politicians mid "from ' .. Liquor ,promptly 'degenerates the red man, throws him back 
the supply of needed rev-enues iJ.iquor -gets a strangle.hold. ·upon ! •mto -savagery . .It will ·proll').ptly .put a tribe on .the war path. 
the Government, ·and for ages governments have largely looked i LIQUOR AND !.I:RE .BLACK .MA!i. 
~ liquor to supply revenues and give support for eontinuanee i .Liquor will adually make a brute :out of a negro, . causing 
m power. ::hirn :lto ~commit unnatural crimes . 

. LIQUOR AND .THE 'WORLD WAR. l LIQUOR AND .THE WHITE MAN. J.t is a clear _¢gn of the •times to note the •general ·cllange 'Of· 1The effect is the same on the white man th<tugh the white 
a Itude of the Governments of Europe toward "liquor. All •gov-• •man being further •evolved ·it takes longer time to reduce him 
ernments should now be in full possession of the findings of to the same level. Starting young, however, it does not take 
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a very long time to speedily cause a man in the forefront of 
ci~ilization to pass through the successive stages and. become 
semicivilized, semisavnge, savage, and, at last, below the brute. 

THE GREAT TRAGEDY. 

The spiritual nature of man gives dignity to his life above 
the life of the brute. It is this spiritual nature of man that 
makes him in the image of his Maker, so that the Bible referred 
to man as being a little lower than the angels. It is a tragedy 
to blight the physical life. No measure can be made of blight
Ing the spiritual life. 

THE BLIGHT OF DEGE~ER.ACY. 

Kature does not tolerate reversing its evolutionary principle, 
and proceeds automatically to exterminate any creature, any 
animal, any race, any species that degenerates. Nature adopts 
two methods of extermination-one to shorten the life, the 
other to blight the offspring. 

DISEASE .AND Ul\Tifll\IELY DEATH. 

Alcohol, even in small quantities, attacks all the vital organs 
and the nen-ous system; the tissues, and the blood. A large 
percentage of premature deaths arising fi·om disease are due to 
this cause. The attack on the blood lowers the effi.ci.ency of the 
white blood corpuscles to destroy the disease germs, exposing 
the drinker far more than the abstainer to the ravages of con
sumption, pneumonia, typhoid, and other germ diseases. The 
records of insurance companies show that in the periods from 
25 to 45 the mortality of total abstainers is only a fraction of 
that of the average. This means that the bulk of deaths in 
young manhood are due to alcohol. It means that people 
ought not to die in their prime any more than animals. 

THE MODERATE DRINKER SHORTENS HIS DAYS BY O:NE-THIRD. 

The records of the insurance companies show that a man 
starting at the age of 20 as a total abstainer lives to the average 
age of 65, whereas starting at the age of 20 as a moderate 
drinker he dies at 51, losing over 14 years, or a cutting down 
of ne·arly one-third of his days. 

THE HEAVY DRI:NKER SHORTENS HIS DAYS BY TWO-THIRDS. 

Starting at the age of 20 as a heavy drinker a man dies at 
35, a shear loss of two-thirds of the span of his whole life. 

MILLIONS SLAIN. 

We are dying at the rate of 1,000 deaths per 61,000 of the 
population. Total abstainers ~our midst are dying at the rate 
of 560 per 61,000 of the population, though living under the 
same conditions. The latter figures are those applied to adult 
males as shown by the insurance companies' figures. Investiga
tions show that the shortening of life of the offspring is far 
greater and more serious than that of the parent, as I wlll point 
ont later, and since the adult males are the fathers of the young 
of both sexes it is on the side of conservatism to apply the 
proportion to the whole population, so that we can conserva
tlre1y say that 440 additional deaths are caused every year per 
61,000 of the population-deaths that are premature and un
necessary. This means that alcohol actually kills fully 700,000 
American citizens every year. 

LIQUOR'S ATTEMPT TO ESCAPE. 

When these figures were first printed they were subject to 
some ridicule and to many attempts to disprove them. Several 
German scientists have employed the same methods of reason
ing, and the liquor interests of the continent have a standing 
offer of 6,000 marks to any scientist. that can disprove the 
figures of the great insurance companies which are the founda
tion of this awful conclusion. 

KILLS 2,000 A DAY. 

When the great Titanic sank in mid-ocean with her precious 
cargo and shocked the whole world, she carried down less than 
1,600 souls. Alcohol carries down to a premature grave eYery 
day more than 2,000 American souls. 

MOUE DESTRUCTIVE THAN WAR, . PESTILENCE, AND FAMIXE. 

Mr. Gladstone in the maturity ot his philosophy announced 
that" strong drink is more destructive than the historic scourges 
of war, pestilence, and famine combined." The old philosopher 
was eminently correct. Many battles have been fought in his
tory for which there is no authentic report of t!:le casualty, 
but of those of which there are records, from the Macedonian 
War, 300 B. C., down to and including the Russo-Japanese 
War, the sum total foots up to 2,800,000 killed and wounded, 
which, being apportioned, would make a little more than 
2,100,000 wounded and a little less than 700,000 killed. Bearing 
jn mind the qaalifying circumstances, it can be generally said, 
therefore, that alcohol brings to a premature grave more Ameri
cans in one year than all the wars of the world, as recorded, 
have killed on the field of battle in 2,300 years. 

LIQUOR MORE DESTRUCTIVE IN AMERICA THAN UNIVERSAI~ WAR IN EUROPE. 

When the great war in Europe is over it will be found that 
the sum total killed on the field of battle for all nations will 
average less than 1,500 a day. Alcohol averages 2,000 Ameri
cans a day. Europe is really in the eyes of nature better oft 
to-day in the midst of her great tragedy than she has been for 
centuries, because Europe is almost dry. The convention of 
life insurance presidents recently announced that Russia is 
saving fully 50,000 lives of her adult males per year from her 
recent prohibition order, which in a brief period of time will 
far more than make up for the soldiers killed in battle. No 
great nation was ever overthrown in war until after its vitality 
had been undermined by degeneracy arising from alcoholic dissi
pation. 

THE SOUL TRAGEDY. 

When a soldier falls on the field of battle we all realize the 
tragedy, but in reality it is only his physical life that has been 
snuffed out. The bullet that pierced the brave soldier's heart 
never touched his character. When his soul rose to appear be
fore its maker it had no woUnd. But when the victim is 
stretched out in premature death from alcohol not only are his 
heart and other organs and tissues of his body wounded but 
the ghastly wound is the rent torn in his soul. 

.ALCOHOL RESORTS TO DUM DUMS. 

Civilized nations forbid in warfare the use of flat-nosed bul
lets that spatter m the flesh and bone. Alcohol uses dum dums 
that not only spatter in the flesh and bone but crash into the 
soul. 

BKTTER FOR AMERICA TO F.ACE THE COMBINED WORLD IN WAR. 

I realize full well how cruel war is, having had friends of 
mine among Spanish officers, men who had been kind to me in 
prison, who had treated me like a brother, mortally wounded 
dying in agony. On board the Spanish wrecks shortly after th~ 
Battle of Santiago I saw the dead men about the decks where 
they bad fallen at their posts of duty. I realized they were 
brave men and good men, and my soul cried out at the cruelty 
of their being killed at our hands. I realized not only the cruelty 
but also the calamity of war, particularly when it overtakes a 
nation unprepared as our Nation is; but if I had to choose one or 
the other of these two destructive agents, alcohol or wn.r. I 
would rather see America, sober, stand alone and face the com
bined world; I would rather see my country, as defenseless as 
I know she is, face all the great armies of the world rather tllan 
to see this great internal destroyer continue unchecked llis 
deadly ravages throughout our land. 

BLIGHT UPON THE OFESPRING. 

Alcohol makes a deadly attack upon the organ of rep1·oducUon 
in both male and female, ap.d upon the nervous system of the 
little life before birth in the embryonic period. One-half of 1 
per cent of alcohol in solution, such as a future mother might 
easily have in her circulation in attending a banquet or fashion
able dinner, drinking only wine or beer; will, oft repeated, kill the 
little life and endanger the life and health of the mother. 

MULTIPLIES DANGERS AND SUFFERINGS OF MATERNITY. 

If both parents are moderate drinkers, drinking but one glass 
of wine or beer per day at one meal, the effect will more than 
quadruple the chances of miscarriage of the mother, increasing 
over 400 per cent the dangers and sufferings in maternity, and 
will nearly double the parcentage of their children that will die 
the first year in infancy. The children of drinking parents on 
the whole die off four to five fold more rapidly than the children 
of abstaining parents. 

THE SLAUGHTER OF THE INNOCEXTS. 

This means that scores and scores of thousands of little chil
dren die eYery year from cruel wounds inflicted upon their 
little lives before they were born at the hands of their parents 
who did not know. 

VISITATION OF SINS OF FATHERS UPON THE CHILDREN. 

If both parents are alcoholic one child in five of those that do 
survive will become insane before it is grown. One child in 
seven will be born deformed. One child in three will become 
epileptic, hysterical, or feeble-minded. Only one child in six 
will be normal; five out of six will be blighted. 

NATURE'S UIGHEST BLESSING. 

On the other hand, if both parents are total abstainers, there 
will be no more dangers and suffering in maternity than in the 
case of other species; and no matter how hard the lot in life of 
the parents may be, nine out of teu of their children will be abso
lutely normal. These children normally born will be easy to 
bring up, and, kept safe from degeneracy in their youth, will tend 
to rise one degree higher and nobler in character than their 
parents, following the line of the species evolution. If a family 
or a nation is sober, nature in its normal course will cause them 
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to rise to a higher civilization-. If n faintly or nation, on the 
other band, is debauched by liquor, it must decline and ' ulti
mately perish. 

TRE RrSE AND ·FALL O"l' NA~IONS AND EMPIRES. 

Rome during long centtiries was frugal and abstemious, prac
ticing absolute prohibition within its walls, and during this 
period we see the wonderful rise of the Roman Empire. When 
the Romans gathered into thei-r great city and the youth gave 
themselves over to dissipation, we see the decline and finally 
the fall of that great empire. Similarly the other nations and 
empires of the past have risen only to fall. 

TRE MU..LSTONE OF DEGENERACY, 

We are all familiar with thoroughbred races of horses, dogs, 
and so forth, but who ever heard of a thoroughbred race of men? 
We know that great aggregates of plants and animals continue 
to rise, but a great nation is only born to die. Heretofore a 
nation has only been able to rise to a certain level, when, gath
ering in great cities, liquor has overtaken the youth and a great 
millstone has settled about its neck. Back it sank, never to rise 
again. We stand in the presence of this most startling discov
ery of science-that alcohol has absolutely disrupted the orderly 
evolu~on of the great human species. 

THE VERDICT. 

Science has thus demonstrated that alcohol is a protoplasmic 
poison, poisoning all living things; that alcohol is a habit-form
ing drug that shackles millions of our citizens and maintains 
slavery in our midst; that it lowers in a fearful way the stand
ard of efficiency of the Nation, reducing enormously the national 
wealth, entailing startling burdens of taxation, encumbering the 
public with the care of crime, pauperism, and insanity; that it 
corrupts politics and public servants, corrupts the Government, 
corrupts the public morals, lowers terrifically the average 
standard of character of the citizenship, and undermines the 
liberties and institutions of .the Nation; that it undermines and 
blights the home and the family, checks education, attacks the 
young when they are entitled to. protection, undermines the 
public health, slaughtering, killing, and wounding our citizens 
many fold times more than war, pestilence, and .famine com
bined; that it blights the progeny of the Nation, flooding the 
land with a horde of degenerates; that it sh·ikes deadly blows 
at the life of the Nation itself and at the very life of the race, 
reYersing the great evolutionary principles of nature and the 
purposes of the Almighty. • 

There can be but one verdict, and that is this great desh·oyer 
must be destroyed. The time is ripe for fulfillment. The pres
ent generation, the generation to which we be1ong, must cut 
this millstone of degeneracy from the neck of humanity. 

THE REMEDY, 

What is the remedy for this · great organic disease that is 
Nation-wide and world-wide in its blight? Evidently the treat~ 
ment must itself be organic and must itself be Nation-wide and 
world-wide. 

ORGANIC TREAT~IEN'l'. 

We can look to nature and find out in what organic treatment 
consists, for instance, in diseases of the body physical. In the 
case of a cure for such a disease the cure consists not in the 
curing of the old diseased tissues, nut in the growth of young 
tissue, and the very essence of the cure is to insure that the 
disease or contagion shall not extend to the young tissue giY"ing 
nature an opportunity to grow the cure. ' 

NOT A QUESTION (JF OLD DR'INKERS. 

The cure of the old drinkers is not nature's cure for sucb an 
organic disease. It is not possible by enactment of a law to 
make old drinkers stop drinking, to change the deep-seated 
habits of a lifetime. The amendment proposed in this resolu
tion does not undertake to coerce old drinkers or to regulate the 
use of liquor by the individual. 

BUT. A QUEST!ON OF THE YOUNG. 

The cure for this disease lies in the stopping of the debauch
ing of the young. Our generation must establish such condi
tions that hereafter the young will grow up sober. This pro
Jiosed amendment is scientifically drawn to attain this end. 

ALL GOOD MEN MUST AGREE. 

Upon this all must agree. A man may drink himself but if 
he is a good man he would love to see such condition~ estab
lished that the young hereafter would grow up sober. 

DEBAUCHING THE YOUTH. 

I call the attention of Members to the chai·t showing that 
68 per cent of all the drunkards had their habits -contracted 
before they were 21, 30 per cent before they were 16, and 
7 per cent before they were 12. Less than 2 per cent of men 
begin to drink after they are grown and settled down. Some 
vast agent in our midst is systematically teaching the boys to 

drink and deba.tiching the youth . . Who is it that carri~ on this 
si~ril business? Ce~·tainly it is not the drinkers. A man may 
drmk but unless he IS a hopeless degenerate he would not teach 
boys to drink. I have known many drinkers, but I have never 
yet known one who made a habit of teaching boys to drink. 
This sinister agent is the Liquor Trust of America. . 
LIQUOR TRUST M.A!NTAINS ITS VAST BUSl!\ESS "BY TEACHING THE Y.OUNG 

TO DRINK. 

Tens of thousands of paid agents all over the land are carry
ing out this devilish work. The most deadly work thus far has 
been in the cities where it is hard for parents to keep track of 
their boys, but it extends to towns and is now being systematic
ally extended to country settlemr~nts The usual method in 
cities is to operate where boys come together, sometimes having 
the boys rendevous in saloons but more frequently in pool rooms 
and other places of amusement, sometimes on vacant lots. The 
bootlegger or licensed agent of the Liquor Trust arranges to 
have the. boys drink before breaking up to be sociable or as a-· 
sign of manliness. To better influence the young boy who is 
just beginning a special drink is prepared called "Cincinnati," 
which is sweetened to appeal to the boy'o taste. In some cases 
where it is difficult to reach the boys through agents, as for 
instance in the State of Oklahoma, the Liquor Trust has-written 
to them giving them numbers so that without the knowledge of 
their parents, by mail or express, they can ship them liquor free. 

WHAT IS THE MOTIVEl 

In order to effectively and scientifically solve this question 
we must discover and must remove the motive. What is the 
motiye of the liquor trust in this vast debauching of the youth? 
Some have assumed that the motive is to h...'l.rm the buys, blight
ing the homes, and degenerating society in general. On this 
assumption many have set about heaping abuse upon the agents 
of the great liquor trust. For my part I realize this is not 
the m-otive, that most of these agents a1·e in the business to 
make a living, and that the business has come down in natural 
courses from the past, an occupation for which the whole of 
society stands responsible. Recognizing this, I have abused 
none ; I ha Ye no bitterness; I have no desire to harm any man's 
business. 

DISTILLER M'COLLOGGH'S PROPOSITWN. 

1\Ir. John McCollough, pre~ident of the Green River Distilling 
Co., of Owensboro, Ky., one of the big liquor men of the 
country, has written to the big men in the business, suggesting 
that the wise thing to do would be to stop fighting and ask for 
terms on the basis of being allowed 10 years in which to adjust 
their business and for the Government to set aside 10 per cent 
of the revenue collected from the ousiness every year, and at the 
end of the 10 years for this fund to be used to compensate 
those engaged in the business when the business is. closed. I 
have no authority to speak for others, but I do not hesitate to 
say that if such a course were pursued by the l!quor trust it 
would certainly have my sympathetic consideration for statutory 
adjustment. The South could have received hundreds of mil
lions of dollars for its slaves without war, but when it chose 
war it could not come back after wa1r and hope to receive a 
dollar in compensation. The conditions are analoO'ous for 
the liquor traffic, though liquor has no real legal vest:d rights, 
as held by slavery. If liquor continues its barbaric warfare 
to the bitter end, it need not come asking for compensation. 

The real motive in teaching the boys to drink is to develop 
future customers. With a reasonably small outlay the Liquor 
Trust can develop this appetite in the young and when the 
young grow up with an appetite then as men they buy the 
11quor, over the supply of which the Liquor, Trust has a 
monopoly. The large profits in the sale of their goods to 
customers thus developed is the real motive of the great Liquor 
Trust in systematically debauching the youth of the Nation. 

SCIEXTIFIC TREATMENT. 

The real scientific way to cure this evil therefore is to remove 
the motive-the profits in the sale of the goods. Clearly, this 
can not be done by undertaking to coerce those who drink, but 
it can be done by prohibiting the sale and everything that re
lates to the sale, particularly to the manufacture for sale. This 
can be done the more readily as barter and sale for profit have 
been subject to public control since the earliest days. 

When the motive is removed and the liquor interests can no 
longer derive profits from the sale, then the great Liquor ·rrust 
of necessity will disintegrate. The debauching of the young 
will thus end and the young generation will. grow up sobe1·. 

INDIVIDUAL LIRERTY-SANCTITY OF TRE HOl\IE, 

In this way no .effort is m~de to coerce any citizen. Some 
old drinkers desiring to stop will take advantage of the changed 
environment and stop, and other olc1. drinkers desiring to do so 
will continue drinking until they die, subject to local or State 
regulation or coJ).trol; but when they die no new drinkers will 



608 CONGRESSIONAL -RECOR.D-HOUSE. DECEMBER' 22, 

take their place and the next generation will be sober. ThiS 
method thus takes no chance of invading the sanctity ·of the 
home or the liberties of the individual. Some men may feel that 
they ha-ve an inherent right to drink liquor, but no man will 
feel that he has a right · to sell liquor. The proposed amend
ment does not touch the question ·of the use of liquor, and 
partakes in no manner of the nature of a sumptuary measure. 

NO MAN HAS A RIGHT TO SELL LIQUOR. 

Twelve decisions of the United States Supreme cOurt have 
declared that no citizen has an inherent right to sell liquor. 
What this amendment does is to declare that the Liquor Trust 
shall not for pettY lucre continue to debauch the young; that 
neither Federal Government, nor State, nor any citizens shall 
fatten upon the weaknesses and miseries of the people. 

SHALL PROIIJBfTION BE LOCAL OR • ATIO~AL. 

In carrying out the prohibition of the sale, manufacture for 
sale, and all thnt relates to sale, the next question that arises 
is whether the scope of the prohibition should be limited to 
small units, like the town and the county, or should extend to 
the large units making it State wide and nation wide. It is 
good to have a town dry rather than '\let. It is better to have 
a county dry rather than wet; but if prohibition is by the small 
unit, then wet ·towns nnd wet counties will be found near by, 
and the virus there generated will pass over continuously and 
reinfect the dry town and the dry county. It is a good thing 
to cut out one root of a cancer, it is a better thing to cut out 
another root, but as long as a single root remains it will gener
ate the virus and inject it into the circulation and reinfect the 
whole system. As long as there is one State in the Union that 
is wet it will be the base of operations and source of supply 
for the national Liquor Trust, from which, through interstate 
commerce, to infect all the other States. Poison generated in 
any part of the body, projected into the circulation, will reach 
all parts of the body, and no part can protect itself. The States 
can not protect themselves against interstate commerce, nor 
can Congress delegate to the States this power. The liquor 
traffic is the most interstate of all business. Their organization 
is a national organization. It is dealt with by the National 
Go\ernment. 

LIQUOR AN l~TERSTATE ~NATIONAL OUTLAW. 

Under our present system limiting prohibition to small units 
the great Liquor Trust has trampled upon the rights of States, 
of counties, and of towns, and has taken pride in proclaiming 
that "prohibition does not prohibit." 

This pose of the liquor outlaw that he is above the operations 
of local law is a complete anq conclusive demonstration of the 
need of a national law. "There can be no cure of a cancer until 
an the roots have been cut out, until no centers of contagion 
are left to~ reinfect. Local optjon in various forms, and even 
State-wide prohibition, though -valuable and useful, have not 
proved adequate. Our whole experience ~bows that PROHIBITION 
:MUST BE NATIONAL. 

SHALL PROHIBITION BE STATUTORY OR CO~STITUTIO~AL? 

If Congress, in the exercise of the taxing power, should under
take to establish prohibition by statute, the great Liquor Trust 
would not permanently disintegrate, because what any one Con
gress can do another Congress can undo. Wet and dry elec
tions would be continually following each other all the time, and 
the country would be wet part of the .time and dry part of the 
time, and the youth would not have time to grow up sober-the 
remedy would only be superficial. 

'.fHE FINAL CO~CLUSIO~. 

To cure this organic disease we must have recourse to the 
organic law. The people . themselves must act upon this ques
tion. A_ generation must be prevailed upon to place prohibition 
in tl1eir own constitutional law, and such a generation could 
be counted upon to keep it in the Constitution during its life
time. The Liquor Trust of necessity would disintegrate. r;-:·e 
youth would grow up sober. The final, scientific conclusion is 
that \\e must have constitutional prohibition, prohibiting only 
the sale, the manufacture for sale, and everything that pertains 
to the sale, and invoke the power of both Federal and State 
Go-vernments for enforcement. The resolution is drawn to fill 
these requirements. 

THE POWER OF THE TRUTH. , 

If you ask me how to cause the people of a generation to take 
the question into their o'\\11 hands and act, I answer without 
hesitation, reach them with the truth about alcohol. Thorough 
education in this appalling truth, if it comes not too late in 
life, will cause the individual to adopt total abstinence and the 
people to destroy the traffic root and branch. The liquor inter
ests realize this fnct full well. They spend millions every year 
iu their efforts to control ti1e liquor 11olicies of the press and 
l•eep the truth nbout alcohol from the people. They try to 

destroy any man who dares to undertake this work. After my 
fil'st investigations as to the truth about alcohol I introduced 
the results of my labors and put them in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD in a · speech called the Great Destroyer and proceeded 
to send this speech systematically to the youth of Amedca. I 
estimate that I have sent out about 2,500,000 copies and have 
sent out more than a million and a half individual letters to the 
youth on this subject. It is this work that has brought down 
the arm of the great liquor interests in their efforts to destroy 
me politically. 

In the recent senatorial primary in Alabama it was not sim
~ly my. distinguishf111 and powerful opponent, but the great 
liquor mterests of the Nation that I hati to fight. . ~'heir 
national political agent, Charles Lewis, came to Alabama and 
organized the fight. They opened up three different head
quarters, independent of my opponent's regular organization, 
nnd must have had a pipe line connecting these with their 
national treasury from the magnitude of the campaign they 
conducted, not only through the columns of the press aml an 
army of paid workers, but through great political agents, such 
as the governor of the State and his admini tration. I do not 
say that. the Liquor Trust directly seemed the cooperation of 
the President, but I do say that the President and his adminis
tration brought their 11owerful influence against me. Of course 
I wa~ defea~ed and my fate was held up as a warning to .other 
men m public life. Perhaps I might add what I said in a card 
to tb~ pape.rs of Alabama the day after the primary; to notify 
the llquor mterests of America that I had simply finished my 
training, and that I hnd only begun to fight, and that I would 
meet them on a hundred battle fields and they would find rue 
in the thick of the fight when the thirty-sixth State ratifies the 
resolution, which may perhaps go down in history under the 
name of the Hobson resolution, that will put prohibition into 
the Constitution of the United States forever. I wi. h to serve 
notice now that the Liquor Trust need not imagine that it will 
always be able to choo e its own battle ground nor to concen
trate its whole national strength against one man or even 
~gainst one State. Forces of righteousness are now organizing 
mto a compact army. If the Sixty-third and the Sixty-fourth 
Congresses deny the people their plain and inherent right to 
pass on this great question, the Liquor Trust will find in 1.!)16 
a battle line in front of them extending from the Great Lakes 
to the Gulf a~d f-:orn ocean to ocean-a battle line organized, 
compact, and msp1red by the co~sc1ence and patriotism of the 
whole people, as in the campaign of 1860. 

LIQUOR'S FIGHT. 

The campaign in Alnbama is typical of the general methods 
employed in l_iquor·s fight. Finding theJUselves indefensible on 
the merits of liquor they usc their great resources to put for
ward other issues. In a high-protection State they will put 
forth the tariff and capitalize its strength. In the Southern 
States they will invoke the race question, declaring it a question 
of supporting a Democratic administration. If the 'struO'o-le is 
for county local option, they will declare that townshii~e.local 
option is the thing. If it is a question of State-wide prohibition 
they will become staunch adveca tes of county local option. xo; 
that it is a question of national prohibition they are declaring 
in favor of the State unit. 

REFr: GE BEHI~D l\IODERATE DRINK! -' G. 

They no longer debate the question of the nature of a1cohol 
but take the ground that it is only the abuse that is harmful: 
In the case of distilled liquors they claim that it is adulteration 
that does the harm. Now, seeing the handwriting on the wall 
some of their forces are trying to save what wreckage they 
can and declare that distilled liquors do the harm, that wines 
and beers, fermented and malted liquors should be supported. 
Of course, as pointed out abol'e, alcohol in any form or in any 
quantity is a poison of a deadly nature. Here on the floor of 
the House, ~owe\er, very little effort is made to defend drink
ing, and we will see the fight adroitly maneu-rered to change 
the battle front by an appeal to some other method to obtain 
the same object. l\Iany of the real friends of temperance are 
liable to be deceh·ed by such tactics. A proposition is ad
vanced to prohibit the tran portation of alcohol in interstate 
commerce by an amendment to the Constitution, though there 
has been no demand from the country at large for any such 
change; there have been no petitions, no resolutions, no tem
perance, prohibition, or moral forces e\er recommended for the 
self-evident reason that Congress to-day has power by a ma
jority vote to prohibit the interstate trans110rtation of intoxi
cating liquors. 

QUESTIO~ OF STATE RIGHT-S. 

The question of State rights is advanced hu·gely for the pur
pose of influencing Members f-rom the South. As a matter of 
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fac t, liquor tramples upon the' rights of the States. · The wet 
States of the Union can and do invade the rights of the dry 
State . They forget that the fundamental right of the States 
and the veo'ple is· to protect the general welfare by not only 
upholding the org:rnic law that has come down from the past, 
but b:r changing that organic law to· meet whatever conditions 
arise in the interest of the public welfare. 

They talk of minorities dictating to majorities. As a matter 
of fact, they can not find any practical ·conditions where a 
majority of the people of the United States to-day would be 
found (lgainst national prohibition. A substantial majority of 
our people· to-day are living under prohibition law. They do 
not eem willing to let three-fourths of the States decide upon 
the orga·nic question, but ·would rather have one-fourth of the 
Sta1.e · iusist upon allowing the country to remain wet. 

Thes did not propo e a popular vote M referendum to change 
the Constitution for the direct election of United States Serrators 
or the imposition of the income tax. Baseless indeed would be 
the proposition of changing our organic law other than by hav
ing tllree-fourths of tlie &tates given that power by popular vote 
or any other method. They talk of confiscation of their property 
without realizing that the court decisions are all in line in 
denying that any vested- right · goes ·with the license to manu
facture or sell liquor. They never think of the property· rights 
of families of drinkers or drunkards. They never think of the 
financial rights of the society, upon whom they throw their fin-

1\Ir: l\IA:l'.'N. Is not the resolution to be read for amendment 
nhder tlle rule? 
- The SrEAKER. Tqe gentleman from Illinois is correct in 
frat. The Clerk will read the resolution for amendment. 

l\Jr. l\lANN. 1\Ir. Speaker, a further parliamentary inquiry. 
Can the resolution be read for amendment in three parts, or in 
one partT 
' Mr: HOBSOX That is my understanding . . 
·:· l\Ir .. l\LA.NN. It is the understanding of the gentleman from 
Alabama that it will be read in three parts? 

l\1r. HOBSON. In three parts. 
The SPEA.KETI. The Clerk ·will report the resolution. 
1\Ir. 1\!Al\TN. · 1\Ir. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

· The SPEAKER. The gentleman. will state it. 
l\Ir. l\IANN. Will the preamble be read now? 
.Mr. HOBSON. I would prefer to have it read now. , 
l\Ir. i\IANN. Under th_e rules the preamble should· not be read 

until the resolution is disposed of. 
The SPffiAKER. The gen tie man from Illinois is correct. 

The Clerk will read the resolption and offi:it the preamble. 
The Clerk read as fol~ows: 

· ResolHd by the Senate and House of Representatit.'es of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled (tu;o-thirds ·oj each House con 
cut-r-ing therein), That the following amendment" of the Constitution be, 
and hereby is, proposed to the States. to become valid as a part of the 
Constitution. when ratified by the legislatures of the several States as 
provided by the Constitution. 

ished products, the in ane, the pauper, and the feeble-minded. THE MANN AMEND:IfENT. 

They talk of personal liberty, whEm they themselves own . Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, · I offer the following amendment, 
5,000,000 slaves, when liquor undermined the liberties .of Greece which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 
and nome, and is now through its degenerate vote threatening The Clerk read as follows: · 
the" liberties of America. Amend, on page 2~ line 3, after the word ~·by" strike out the words 

They call out i'n the name of law ·and pretend to be against "the-legislatures" and insert· in lieu thereof the following: "the con-
creating bootleggers and blind tigers, a-nd as a matter: of fact ventions." • · . , 
they are the fathers of these whelps, and they themselves are the Mr. -- l\IA1\TN. 1\Ir. _Speaker, un_d~r the Constitution of th~ 
very lawbreakers against whom they cry. · They are, indeed, the United States an ·amendment may be submitted by Congress to 
modern pirate with skull and crossbones, defying organized .become a part of the Constitution when ratified by the legisla
society, defying the laws of God and of man. tl.ires of thre~-fourths of_ the _ several States or ~Y conven:Uon~ 

'!'hey quote the. Scriptures as readily as the devil himself. in three-fourths thereof, as the one or the other mode of ratifi
They dethrone the preachers with the epithets of fanatics and cation may be proposed by . th.e Congress. I think it is wiser, 
set themselves up as authorities on sf)iritual matters. · if this question is to be submitted to the States, that they vote 

LIQGoa TRAFFic r:«DEFENSIBT.E. directly for members of a convention in the State, called for the 
Liquor really has no case in the Jig.ht of discoveries of science purpose of determining this question, instead of throwing it 

giving us the truth about alcohol. · · into legislative bodies elected for and necessarily dealing with 
The further continuance of the liquor traffic is absolutely many other questions- · 

indefensible. The forces of society :rre now gathering through- ·Mr. HOBSON. Will the gentleman yield for a question? · 
out the whole world. The battle litie is drawn. Some might l\Ir. MANN (continuing). .And let the people pass upon the 
wish that the battle- be deferred for their own reasons, but the direct question. I yield. ·. 
war is now on, the first battle "is now in progress. I .want ·an ·- 1\Ir. HOBSON. Has- the gentleman in the course of his ex
members to bear in mind when theyt cast their vote what this perience in Congress on occasions where other amendments hnve 
great war means. 'Vhen ·our country is- sober and degeneracy been proposed to be subill.itted to the States ever recommended 
no longer lowers the standard of character of humanity it will this substitute? • 
then be possible to solve the problenls of the Nation which are l\lr. MANN. I have. 
now so acute on account of degeneracy, social, economic, :rnd · 1.\Ir. HOBSON. Again, will the gentleman tell me whether he 
moral problems. It will permit the rapid advance of humanity knows of a · case where it has ever been ratified since the origi-
to the point where it will be possible to have universal peace, nal adoption of the Constitution? . 
hastening the day when liberty and free institutions will be · .l\lr. MANN. I think not. But do I understand my friend 
universal and when .man will coopernte in a great brotherhood from Alabama to claim that because it has not been done that ' 
of man under the fatherhood of God. · therefore it f!hould now be done when it was provided for in the 

Some of my colleagues are not to return to the Sixty-fourth Constitt ion? 
Congress, like myself; others are to remain here. To both Mr. H0l3SON. Well, I .do not pretend to say on that; but 
alike I make my appeal. I know there is danger in confront- I do wish. to say beware of the Greeks who come bringing 
ing this great and powerful enemy, but in time of war the good gifts. [Applause and laughtE>r.] . 
soldier does not stop because of danger. I do not ask you to Mr. MANN. Well,- 1\Ir. Speaker, the gentleman from .AJa.bama 
go where I would not _go myself. It may be that I am politi- may think that is an argument, bti.t, after all, if this prpposi
cally dead, ·my politica-l life destroyed by the liquor interest, tion is to be submitted to the people. I desire to perfect it, so · 
but I do not hesitate to say that I am not afraid of political that the question can be properly submitted to the people and 
death. I would rather hold my hand up and fight like a man have a direct vote upon it. Is the .geil.tleman afraid of that? 
though ·I had to die a hundred political deaths. I would [Applaase.] 
rather to-day do a man's part in this struggle to cut the mill- 1\:lr. HENRY. Will the gentleman from Illinois yield for a 
stone of degeneracy from the neck of humanity-I would rather que tion? 
do that than to be Uni1.ed States Senutor from Alabama, and if .Mr . .l\lANN. Certainly. 
I know my own •mind I would rather do that than be President Mr. HENRY. When we proposed a constitutional amendment 
of the United States: I call on you, my colleagues, to hold your providing for an income tax was this amendment offered? 
heads up in the face of this eBemy and be men. In the name of Does the gentleman remember whether it was offered or not, 
your manhood, in the name of your patriotism, in the name of :md what the· gentleman~"s attitude was on that? 
all that is held dear by good men, in the name of your fireside, 1\fr. 1\lAJ."\TX I do not remember w.bether it was offered or 
in the name of our institutions, in the name of our country, and not. I tried to get it in the resolution--
in the name of humanity and 9f humanity's God, I call on you l\Ir. HENRY. I know the gentleman tried to get it done, 
to join hands with me and each one to do his full duty. ·and I am willing to yote for it. I belie\e in these constitu-

T.be SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Alabama tional conventions. 
has _expired. All time has expired. 1\lr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to prolong the 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ·offer an amendment. debate ori this amendment, but I would point out that if the 
l\Ir. 1\IANN. l\Ir. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. · amendment should prevail it would mean two stages for ratifi-
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will -state it. cation instead of one. Congress has no power to call State con- · 

LII--30 
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ventlons. The legislatures would haY'e to call them. The people 
have never had anything like this in the memory of man. Upon 
its face it i simply a move to place opstacles in the path ·of 
ratification. ·I hope all friends of the resolution · will ·vote 
.against the amendment. · 

· 1\!r. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOBSON. Certainly. 
Mr. MADDEN. Does not the gentleman understand that it 

will gi've the people ·a direct vote upon the question of ratify
ing this resolution? 

1\Ir. HOBSON. On the contrary, they would simply select 
delegates to a convention. Now, I would say to the gentle
man from Illinois if the Legislature of illinois wanted to be 
instructed by the people of Illinois, it could call a referendum 
election before acting. Every legislature in the United States 
could do the same. 

Mr. HENRY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOBSON. Certainly. 
Mr. HE!\TRY. Does not the gentleman recall that the Consti

tution of the United States was submitted to constitutional 
conyentions in the various .States of the Union and delegates 
were selected to those constitutional conventions called for 
that purpose; and this Yery Article V, under which the gen
tleman proposes to submit this amendment, was ratified by 
constitutional conventions in the various States. Now, would 
not this give the people a chance to vote and the temperance 
forces an opportunity to instruct delegates to State com·en
tions, and no one could say there had been snap judgment in 
any way by such action? 

Mr. HOBSON. I will say, on the contrary, that not since the 
original Constitution was adopted and the original Bill of 
Rights amendments were ratified has there ever been a method 
of this kind. It would be confusing in the utmost. There is 

. one way, and one way only, in which you can get a direct vote 
of the people, and that is for the legislatures in the States to be 
instructed by referendum and to withhold their power of rat:Ui
cation until after they have recei\ed the verdict from such a 
·referendum. 

Mr. STAl~LEY. Mr. Speaker--
'.rhe SPEAKER. For what ,pm:pose does the gentleman from 

Kentucky rise? 
1\fr. STANLEY. Will the gentleman from Alabama , [1\!r. 

HOBSON] yield? 
1\.Ir. HOBSON. Certainly. 
Mr. ST.£\'LEY. Did the gentleman from Alabama vote for 

the amendment to the Constitution p~rmitting direct election 
of United States Senators? 

Ur. HOBSON. I voted for it, and I ha-re inh·oduced joint 
resolutions for the direct primaries and election of President 
and Vice President. 

1\Ir. STANLEY. Why clid the gentleman vote to elect Sena
tors by direct Y"Ote of the people and not ha\e them elected by 
Yote of the legislature? 

l\Ir. HOBSON. The gentleman remembers that in that case 
con\entions were not called to ratify in the se,eral States. 
The amendment was submitted to the legislatures of the se\eral 
States. 

1\Ir. STANLEY. That is not the question. I asked the gen
tleman whether he voted to take away from the legislatures the 
right to nnme Senators nnd giY"e it to the people direct? 

Mr. RUCKER. It did not give it to any political convention, 
though . . 

Mr. STANLEY. The arne people that elect the delegates--
1\fr. HOBSON. Can elect the State legislatures also. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from .Alabama 

has expired. 
Mr. BROWN of New York. :Mr. Speaker, before voting on · 

the question of national prohibition I have endeavored to dis
cover the sentiment of the people of the first congressional dis
trict of the State of New York. 

The laws of the State of New York gi\e to each township of 
each county in the State the 1·ight to go "wet" or to go "dry" 
in the following terms: 

[Sec. 13, cbap. 485, laws of New York.] 
In order to a certain the will ot the <J.UalHied electors of each town 

th :! following question hall be submit ted at each biennial town 
meeting het·eafte.- held in any town in t his State, provided the electors 
of the town to the number of 10 per cent of the votes cast at the next 
·p1·eceding g e neral e lec tion s hall reques t such submission by written 
petition, sig n ed a nd a cknowledged b y utlch e lectors before a notary 
Jlllbllc or other officer authorized to take acknowledgments or admin-
1 ter oaths , which petition shall be .filed not less than 20 days before 

uch town meeting- with the town clerk of the town : 
Question 1 Selling liquor to be drunk on the premises where 

sold. • 0 • 

sol~~esf:!<>n ;. ~elling !lquor n'lt to be drunk" on the premises· where 

tio~~es!lo~ 3 .• Selling Uquor a·s ~a pharmacist ~n 
1 
a physician's pr~scl'ip· 

Question 4. SeiHng liquor by hotel keepers only. • • • 
What proportion of the territory within the first congres

sional distriet is " dry '1· ? Not over 2 per cent. A few, 
years ago one large township went "dry" for a short time 
and it is now "wet" With every facility already provided 
under State law for local option, with the town hip as the unit, 
and yet with no considerable portion of the first distl"ict "dry," 
is there more than one conclusion to be drawn? The people 
of tbe district which I •have the honor to represent, in my most 
careful judgment, desire to be left alone in this domestic 
matter, and I have no choice but to represent their wishes. 

Yet in voting against the Hobson resolution I am voting 
contrary to the wishes of a number of men who have dedi
cated their lives to the service of their fellow man-ministers, 
preachers, educators. Undoubtedly they are molding public 
opinion. Their lives are lived on a plane far higher than the 
average, and yet I believe that so vast a majority of the 
people of the first congressional district still desire to be left 
undisturbed in the possession of their present privileges, no 
matter of how doubtful value these prh•lleges may be, thnt ]} 
Yote ".no." 
· 1\Iy thanks a.re due those who have so clearly laid their 
reasons_:pro. or con-before me. My sympathies are with 
those earnest people who so greatly desire to enact their con
victions into law-and can not. 

The SPEAKER. The -que t ion is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 1\l.ANN.] 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that" the 
noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. 1\~N. 1\Ir. Speaker, I ask for a division. 
The House divided; and there were-ayes 137, noes 193 . 
Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays. [Cries · 

of "No!" "No! "] 
1\lr. U.A1\TN. .Are you afraid? Those who are cowards can 

go out. 
Tbe SPEAKEU. The gentleman from ,nlinois demands the 

yeas and nays. ,' 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken.; and there were-yeas 177, nay 211, 

an wered " present " 1, not voting 39, as tollows : 
YEAS-177. 

Adair Drukker Kent Rayburn 
Allen Dunn Kettne1· Heilly, Conn. 
Anthony Dupre Key, Ohio Reilly, Wis. 
A swell Eagan Kinkead, N. J. Riordan 
Bailey Eagle Knowland, J. R. Roberts, MasS. 
Barchfeld Edmonds Korbly Roberts, Nev. 
Bal'Dhart Estopinal Lee, Gn. Rogers 
Bartholdt Evans Lee, Pa. House 
Bartlett Faison Lenl'oot Sa bath 
Bathrick Fitzgerald Les iler Scully 
Blackmon . FitzHenry Levy Shackleford 
Booher · Fordney Lieb Sherley 
Britten Francis Linthicum Sherwood 
Brodbeck Gallagher Lobeck Slayden 
Browning Gallivan Loft Sloan 
Bruckner Gard Lonergan Small 
Bu<'hanan, fll. Gardner McAndrews Smith, Minn. 
Buchanan, Te:r. Garne1· McGillicud.dy Smith, N.Y. 
Bulkley Gerry Madden Stafford 
Burgess Gill Maguire, Nebr. Stanley 
Calder Gillett Mahan Stephens, Nebr. 
Canh·ill Gilmore Maher Stevens, Minn. 
Carew Goeke Manahan Stone 
Carlin Goldfogle Mann . Stringer 
Cary Gord.on Miller '.falbott, Md. 
Ca sey . Goulden Mitchell Talcott, N. Y. 
Chandler, N.Y. G1·aham, Ill. Moore Thacher 
Church Gray Morin Treadway 
Clancy -Greene, Mass. Moss, Ind. '.futtle 
Cline Greene, Vt, Mott Underbill 
Coady GI"imn Mulkey Undenvood 
Com·y Hamill O'B1·ien Vaughan 
Cox Hardy Oglesby Vinson 
Cros,ser Hart O'Leary Vollmer 
Cullop Haye O'Sbaunessy Wallin 
Curry Heflin Pai~e. Mass. Walsh 
Dale Henry Parket·, N. J. , WWte 
Danforth Hill Parker, N. Y. Willlams 
'Davis Hind Peters Wilson, N. £. 
Dent Howell P ter on Win low 
Dixon lgoe Phelan. Withe1·spoon 
Donovan .Johnson, Utah Platt Woods 
Dooling _Kahn Porte t• 
Doremus Kennedy, Conn. Pou 
Driscoll Kennedy, R. I. Rauch 

N.AY~211. 
.Aberci·ombie Avis Bell, Ga. Brown, N.Y. 
Adamson Baker Borchers Rrowne, Wis. 
Aiken Barkley -Borland Bryan 
Alexander Barton Bowdle Burke, S. Dak. 
Anderson Beakes Brocks.on_ Burke, Wis. 
Austin Bell, Cal. Broussard Burnett 
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.Butle t· 
Byrnes , S. C. 
By~·ns, T enn. 
Callaway 
Campbell 
Candlet·, Miss. 
Cantor 
Caraway 
Carr 
Carter 
Cllll'lc, Fla. 
Collie t· 
Conn~lly, Kan . 
Cooper 
Copley 
Cramton 
Crisp 
Decket· 
Deitrick 
Ders hem 
Di ckinson 
Dlfendcrfer 
Dillon 
Donohoe 
Doolit.Ue 
Dough ton 
Escb 
Jf al conCL' 
Fal'L' 
Fergusson 
Ferris 
Fess 
Fields 
Finley 
Flood , Va. 
Floyd, Ark. 
Foster 
Fowle t· 
Frear 
.French 
Gat·rett, Tex. 
·ucoi·O'e 
Glass 
Good 
Goodwin, Ark. 
Green, Io,ya 
Gt·ies t 

Gudger · Lewis, Md. 
Hamilton, Mich. Lewi , Pa. 
Hamilton, N. Y. Lindl>ergh 
Hamlin Lindquist 
Hammond Lloyd 
HatTison Logue 
Haugen 1\IcKellar 
Hawley lcKenzie 
Hay l\lc~aughlin 
Hayden MacDonald 
Helgesen Mapes 
Helm l\londell 
B el vering Montague . 
Hensley Moon 
Hinebaugh Morgan, La. 
Hobson Mm·gan;·Okla. 
Holland Morri son 
Houston Moss, W. Va. 
Howard Murray 
Hoxworth Neely, W. Ya. 
Hughes, Ga. Nelson 
Hulings Norton 
Hull O'Hair 
Humphrey, Wash. Oldfield 
Humphreys, Miss. Padgett 
Jacoway Page, N.C. 
.Tohnson , Ky. Palmet• 
Johnson, S. C. Park 
Johnson, Wash. Patton, Pa. 
Jones Plumley 
Keating Post 
Keis t er Powers 
Kelley, Mich. Price . 
Kelly, Pa. Prouty 
Kennedy, Iowa Quin 
Ki~ss, Pa. Ragsdale 
Kindel Rainey 
Kinlmid, Nebt·. Raker 
Kirkpatrick Reed 
Kitchin Rubey 
Kreidet· Rucker 
Lafferty Hupley 
Ln I<'oll ette Russell 
Langham Saunders 
Langley Scott 
Lazaro Seldoml'idge 
Levet· Sells 

ANSWERED " PRESENT "-1. 
Dies 

NOT VOTING-3!). 
·Ainey Davenport Guernsey 
An llet'I'Y Ed-ivards Harris 
Ashbrook FJider Hughes, W.Va. 
Baltz Fairchild Konop 
Beall, Tex. Garrett, Tenn. L'Engle 
Bt·own, W.Va. Gittins McClellan 
Bt·umbaugh Godwin, N.C. McGuire, Okla. 
But·ke, Pa. Gorman Martin 
Claypool Graham, Pa. l\letz 
Connolly, Iowa Gregg lm·dock 

Shreve 
Sims 
Sinnott 
Sisson 
Slemp 
Smith, Idaho 
Smith, J. M. C. 
Smith, l\ld. 
Smith, Sam!. W. 
Smith, Tex. 
Sparkman 
Stedman .. 
Steenerson 
Stephens, Cal. 
Stephens, Miss. 
Stephens, Tex. 
Stevens, N. H. 
Stout 
Sumners 
Sutherland 
Switzer 
Taggart 
Tavenner 
Taylor, Ala. 
Taylor, Ark. 
Taylor, Colo. 
Temple 
Thomas· 
Thompson, Okla. 
Thomson, Ill. 
•.rowner 
'l'ribble 
Volstead 
Walker 
Walters 
Watkins 
Watson 
Weaver 
Webb 
Whaley 
Whitacre 
Willis 
Wingo 
Woodruff 
Young, N.Dak. 
Young, Tex. 

Neeley, Kans. 
Nolan, J. I. 
Patten, N . Y. 
Rothermel 
Taylor, N.Y. 
'l'en Eyck 
'l'ownsend 
Vare 
Wilson, Fla. 

So the amendment offered by Mr. MANN was rejected. 
The Clerli announced the following pair: 
Until further notice: 
l\lr. WILSON of Florida .with Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. 
The result of the vote was annOlmced as above recorded. 
l\lr. HOBSON ro e. 
'.rhe SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [1\lr. HoB

soN] is recognized. 
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, after the reading of the first 

section I desire to offer an amendment. 
The SPEAKER. Has not tlle first section already been read? 
Mr. HOBSON. No. Let the Clerk read the first section. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
Page 2, line 5 : 

"ARTr"CLE -. 
" SECTION 1. -The' sale, manufacture for sale, transportation for sale, 

impot·tation for sale, and exportation for sale of intoxicating liquors for 
beverage purposes hi the United States and all territory subject to' the 
jurisdiction thereof are forever prohibited." 

Mr. HOBSON. ~Ir. Speaker, I offer the amendment which I 
have already sent to the Clerk's desk.· 

The SPEAKER. The Cler"k will report it. 
The Clerk · read as follows: 
Amendment offered by M;:. HOBSON: In section 1 strike out the 

words "and exportation for sale," in line 7 ; and in line 9, after 
the wot·d " thereof," in::ert the words " and exportation for sale 
thereof," so that the section will read as follows: 

"SECTION 1. The sale, manufacture fot· sale, transportation for sale, 
importation for sale of intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes . in 
the United States and all territot·y subject to the jurisdiction thereof 
and exportation for sale thereof are forevet· prohibited." 

1\It·. HOBSON. 1\Ir. Speaker, a slight mistake was made 
there. That last clam~e was ''and exportation thereof." '.rhe 
word ''for sale" should not have .been repeated. 

The SPEAKER. What is the modification? 
. 1\Ir. HOBSON. The words "for sale" are there by mistake 
in the last amendment. It should read "exportation thereof." 
The words "for sale" are in there by error. 

The SPEAKER, Without objection, the modification of the 
amendment will be made. 

There was no objection. 

1\Ir. 1\IQRRISON. Mr. Speaker--
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to make any ex

tended discussion of the section. It is merely a formal matter, 
because you could not export in a country. You had to trans
pose the words, and then the. " for sale" part was taken out, 
for the reason that we felt that the exportation for any pur
poses might be used as a basis for manufacture, and that would 
be an opening for the partial vitiation of the section. 

1\Ir. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield! 
1\Ir. HOBSOX Yes. 
1\Ir. SA.BATH. In one of these provisions you do not pro

hibit the importation, so that anyone can import any amount 
or quantity for any use that he might desire! 

Mr. HOBS.ON. For his own use. 
1\Ir. SABATH. For his own use? 
1\Ir. HOBSON. Yes; and it would leave the States and local 

authorities free to go further and regulate the qtJestion of 
use. 

1\Ir. SABATH. But it would in no way prohibit the impor
tation for use on the part of any citizen of the United States, 
such as he desires? 

Mr. HORSON. No. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from · Indiana [Mr. MoRRI

soN]. 
Mr. 1\lOllRISON. 1\Ir. Speaker, if it would.be in order, I de

sire to offer a substitute for section 1-the substitute which 
I send to the Clerk's desk. 

Mr. ADAMSON rose. 
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 

Georgia rise? 
Mr. ADAMSON. 1\fy idea, Mr. Speaker, is that the text of 

the original must be perfected first. 
The SPEAKER. Of course; but that does not keep the gen

tlemarr from offering a substitute. 
Mr. ADAMSON. I desire to offer a substitute for section 2 

when read. -
The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to inquire of the gentle

man from Indiana [1\Ir. MoRRISON] if this substitute is a sub
stitute for the Hobson amendment to his own resolution! 

Mr. MORRISON. No; it is not. 
1\Ir. HOBSON. Mr. Speak~r, it is not in order quite yet; and 

if the gentleman will withhold it until we finish this, then it 
will be in order. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on ~greeing to the Hobson 
amendment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER The Clerk will read the second section. 
Mr. 1\L\NN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 

amendment, which the Oierk will report. 
1\Ir. HOBSON. Is this an amendment to the first section? 
Mr. MA~"N. It is. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 2, strike out in section 1 the words "for sale" wherever they 

occut·, and strike out the words "f.:>r beverage purposes." 

1\lr. 1\IANN. Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this amendment is 
to permit an amendment which will prohibit the sale, manu
facture, and import:1Uon and exportation of intoxicating liquors. 
That will not create so many "blind pigs" as the proposition of 
the geutl~man !rom Alabama, and those who are in favor of pro
hibiting the production and use of liquor as a beverage ought 
to vote for it. 

Mr. HOBSON. Will the gentleman yield for a question! 
Mr. MANN. Yes. 
1\Ir. HOBSON. Is the gentleman from Illinois in favor of 

having the Constitution prohibit the use of intoxicating liquors 
or any kind of sumptuary regulation? 

1\Ir. MANN. Is the gentleman from Alabama in favor of it?' 
Mr. HOBSON. I am against it. 
Mr. MANN. That is what the gentleman's proposition is, 

sumptuary legislation. I am opposed to any proposition which 
will bring before the country all the time an issue which will 
make everything else in the country, at every election in the 
country, swing around the enforcement of a prohibition amend
ment which can not be enforced. [Applause.] If we are te 
submit to the people and haYe them pass upon the question of 
prohibiting intoxicating liquors in the country, I am in favor 
of submitting to them that proposition and abiding by their 
judgment. . The gentleq1an from Alabama wants to submit a 
proposition which, if it shall be adopted as a part of the Con
stitution, will cause more misery, more "blind pigging," more 
•i bootlegging," the consumption of more liquor improperly, 
more temptation to the youth of the laud than is now the case. 
If we are to prohl,bit, let us prohibit. [Applause.] 

/~ 
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1\Ir. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to prolong the 
discus8ion, but I will say to the gentleman from Illinois that 
while I disagree with him about the enforcement, knowing, as 
my investigation shows, that blind pigs and blind tigers and 
other violations of the law are maintained by the Liquor Trust, 
I do not believe that it is still a necessity. But suppose they 
did, I would rather have them than have this great monster. 
Elections to-day do revolve about the great Liquor Trust of 
America, and the object of forbidding the sale is to avoid even 
a suspicion of any desire to impose sumptuary legislation upon 
the American people or invade the rights of the individual and 
the home. We do not propose that the gentleman from IllinoiS, 
either now or at any future time, shall prescribe to the friends 
of temperance and prohibition and thB moral forces of America 
how to bring about prohibition in this country. 
· 1\fr. MANN. 1\Ir. Speaker, if I had done no more for the 
moral forces of America than has the gentleman from Alabama, 
I would not speak. I have accomplished more in this House for 
the good morals while the gentleman was drawing 'Pay on the 
Chautauqua circuit than he eTer has or ever will. [Applause.] 

1\fr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I regret that the gentleman 
from Illinois--

Mr. DONOVAN. :ur. Speaker, a point of order. 
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 

Connecticut rise? 
1\fr. DONOVAN. A point of order. Gentlemen can not rise 

out of their seats and address this assemblage without address
ing the Speaker first. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is entirely correct. The 
question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
illinois. 

The question was taken, and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. l\lANN) there were 77 ayes and 209 noes. 

1\Ir. MANN. 1\fr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The question of ordering the yeas and nays was taken. 
The SPEAKER. Forty-seven Members have arisen-a suffi-

cient number. ' 
1\Ir. HOBSON and others called for the other side. 
The other side was taken. 

• The SPEAKER. Two hundred an.d eighty-seven Members 
have arisen. Forty-seven is not a sufficient number, and the 
yeas and nays are refused. · 

1\Ir. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I .offer the first section of the 
resolution which I send to the desk as a substitute for the first 
section of the Hobson resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana offers a sub
stitute for the first section of the Hobson resolution, which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows; 
Substitute by Mr. MoRRISON for section 1-: 

"ARTICLE-. • 
" SECTION 1. Tbe importation of any spirituous, vinous, malted. fer

mented, or other intoxicating liquors into any State of the United 
States, or tnto the District of Columbia, or into the Territory of 
Alaska, from any other State1 District, Territory, country, place, or 
1·egion, domestic. or foreign, is Iorever prohibited. 

1\fr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of Ol'der 
against the amendment. · 

The SPEAKER. What point of order does the gentleman 
make? . 

Mr. HARRISON. The amendment is not germane to the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman. 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, the object of the Hobson 

resolution is to prohibit the sale and the manufacture for sale 
and the transportation, importation, and exportation for sale 
of intoxicating liquors in the United States for beverage pur
poses. The amendment offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
[1\Ir. MoRRISON] deals with the question exclusively and en
tirely from an interstate-commerce standpoint. In other words, 
instead of prohibiting the sale or manufacture for sale of in
toxicating liquors for beT"erage purposes, as the Hobson resolu
tion proposes, the amendment of the gentleman from Indiana 
would do directly the opposite, and instead of prohibiting the 
sale and manufacture for sale of intoxicating liquors this 
amendment would license the sale and manufacture for sale of 
intoxicating liquors not only for beverage purposes but for 
every other purpose in some of the States of this country. The 
amendment proposed by the gentleman does not seek to do the 
same thing as is sought in the Hobson resolution, and is there
fore not germane to the subject matter or the purposes em
bodied in the original resolution. I want to read one prece
dent that I thinl.: is in line. It is found in Hinds' P1:ecedents, 

. volume 5, at section 5841. This precedent was decided on a bill 
relating to commerce between the States, and an amendment 
wns offered relating to commerce within the several States, and 

it was held not germane .. The bill that was pending was one 
to regulate corporations engaged in interstate commerce, and 
an amendment was proposed giving to the State jurisdiotion 
over commerce transported wholly within the State by cor
porations that were chartered by the Federal Government. 

The proponents of the amendment were doubtful whether or 
not, if the bill that was then being considered and dealing with 
corporations engaged in interstate commerce should become the 
law, it would deprive the States of their jurisdiction over the 
railroads wholly within the State and engaged in interstate com
merce. For a clear understanding of the precedent I read: 

On September 13, 1888, the House was considering the bill (S. 2851) 
to amend an act entitled "An act to regulate commerce," approved 
February 4, 1887, and 1\fr. KNUTE NELSON, of Minnesota, offered thiS 
amendment: 

" Provided f"rthm·, That any rai.lroad company o1• other common car. 
rier heretofore or hereafter created or incorporated under the laws of the 
United States shall, as to the transportation of passengers or property 
from one place or station to another place or station in the same State 
over a route wholly in that State, be subject and amenable to the laws 
of such State relating to the transportation of passengers and property 
the same as though it were a railroad company or common carrier ere· 
ated or incorporated under the laws of that State." 

That is what is proposed in this amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana [1\Ir. 1\IoB.RrsoN]. He prol)oses to allow 
certain States in this Union to continue to license liquor or to 
give to them jurisdiction over its regulation. 

Mr. Charles F. Crisp, of Georgia, made the point of order that the 
amendment was not germane to the bill. 

The Speaker sustained the point of order upon the grounds that the 
bill under consideration was one relating solely to commerce between 
the States, while the proposed amendment related solely to commerce 
within the States severally, and was therefore not germane to the bill. 

You will note, 1\Ir. Speaker, that the primary and major pm·
pose of the Hobson resolution is to prohibit the sale and manu
facture for sale of intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes. 
The transportation for sale or importation for sale are merely 
incident to the main object desired to be accomplished, namely., 
to prohibit the sale and manufacture for sale in the United 
States of intoxicating liquors. 

If the sale and manufacture for sale of intoxicating liquors 
is prohibited in the United States, then certainly none could be 
transported for sale or imported for sale. 

The sale and manufacture for sale of intoxicating liquors in 
the United States certainly precludes the pos ibility of intoxi
cating liquors, being imported for sale or transported for sale. 
And the prohibition on the importation and transportation of 
intoxicating liquors for sale is merely surplusage. They are in
cident to the major purposes of the bill. 

The Morrison amendment, therefore, in prohibiting the im
portation of intoxicating liquors from one State or Territory 
into another State or Territory is not dealing with the subject 
matter embraceu in the Hobson amendment, except purely in an 
intrastate way. 

The Morrison amendment is analogous in the circumstances 
to the amendment offel'ed in the precedent cited, and in my; · 
opinion, the point of order should be sustained. 

1\Ir. MAJ.~. 1\fr. Speaker, the precedent cited by the gentle-' 
man from Mississippi is one which has been often cited in this 
House, but it has no application to this case. 

Section 1 of the Hobson amendment covers the sale, manufac
ture, transportation, importation, and exportation. 

It covers the transportation between the States; it covers the 
importation from foreign countries; it covers the production in 
the States. Apparently it covers the whole subject. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Indiana covers the 
importation into the particular States, a subject embraced by, · 
the Hobson resolution, which provides against both the im
portation into the United States and the transportation from 
one State to another, so that the Hobson resolution embraces 
the subject matter of the Morrison amendment. 

1\fr. SAUNDERS. 1\Ir. Speaker, there is a simple test to show. 
that this amendment is germane. The gentleman from Indiana: 
at one stroke by his amendment has arrived at a result that 
could be -readily arrived at by motions to strike out portions of 
the Hobson resolution. It is simp1y a reduction of the general ' 
sweeping effect of the resolution offered by the gentleman fi·om 
Alabama. That being so, it is plainly in ordel'. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair having some hint made to him 
that this Morrison resolution would be offered took occasion to 
look up the matter and examine the whole question of the 
germaneness froni beginning to end. The Chair does not think : 
that the case cited by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
Il.ARRrsoN] is a parallel case, and he does think that the Morri
son amendment is in order. The Hobson resolution proyideS: 
for transportation, and so forth, and the Morrison amendment 
goes to · the very same point. Consequently, the point of order 
made by the gentleman from Mississippi is overruled. 

I 
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Mr. MORRISON. 1\Ir. Speaker, is this open now to debate? 

If it is, I desire to say one or two words. 
The SPEAKER. It is open to debate under the five-minute 

rule. 
Mr. MORRISON. l\fr. Speaker, I only want to make this 

suggestion. Here is the situation. Eaeb State has general 
police power, police officers, and police courts, :::.nd has under 
existing conditions the right to control the manufacture and 
sale of intoxicating liquors. The Federal Government has 
the right to control interstate and foreign commerce. It has 
the machinery with which to control it. The people of the 
States ha\e asked but one thing, namely, that the power shall 
no longer exist to evade the force of State constitutions and 
State statutes by shipment of intoxicating liquors into States 
under Federal control of interstate commerce. 

If the temperance people of this, country will get back of the 
proposition I have offered. they can write it into the Federal 
Constitution in less than 18 months, and then the prohibition 
people of this country will be satisfied with the result. I am 
sure that you are not going to do this. You are not going to 
do it, but will claim that we ha\e the power to do it now ln 
the form of a statute. I think you are mistaken, and that you 
ought to adopt it as a substitute. But if you do not do that, 
I have done some good, for I have compelled the Antisaloon 
League to have Uleir representatives on this floor say that a 
majority of this House and a majority of the Senate can by 
statute between now and the 4th of March make it impossible 
to import any kind of intoxicating liquors at any time into any 
State for any purpose. If the 4th of March does not find that 
condition of affairs, the people who want prohibition for the 
benefit of this generation will think that you do not want to 
lose yom· jobs, and therefore you are not willing to go the short
est way to a final result. [Applause.] 

. Mr. HOBSON. ML'. Speaker, I do not care to discuss this 
am0ndment, and I trust that all friends will promptly vote 
it down. · 

The SPEAKER. The question "is on the Morrison amendment. 
The question is on the Morrison amendment. 
The question wa-s taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. MoRRISON) there were--yeas 41, noes 213. 
l\Ir. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana demands the 

yeas and nays. Those in favor of ordering the yeas and nays 
will rise and stand until counted. [After counting.] -Forty
one 1\Iembers have risen, not a sufficient number, and the yeas 
and nays are refused. 

So the Morrison amendment was rejected. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 2. Congress shall have power to provide for the manufacture, 

sale, importation, and transportation of intoxicating liquors for sacra
mental, medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical. or scientific purposes, 
or for use in the arts, and shall have power to enforce this article 
by all needful legjslation. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk rend as follows : 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOBSON: In section 2 strike out the sec

tion and in lieu thereof substitute the following : 
"SEc. 2. The Congress or the States shall have power Independently 

or concurrently to enforce thls article by all needful legislation." 
Mr. HOBSON. 1\fr. Speaker, I do not desire to discuss the 

section. It is thoroughly understood by Members, but I should 
refer to the evolution of this section. 

The gentleman from Illinois [l\Ir. lliNN] has referred to the 
fact that I ha\e introduced a number of resolutions in the last 
two years, and he asked which one I preferred. Well, I will 
say to the gentleman that if he has followed the evolution of 
these resolutions--

Mr. MANN. I have. 
. Mr. HOBSON (continuing). He will find that the last resolu!' 
tion (H. Res .. 277) is very close to the original, the first one 
introduced. 

Mr. · l\IANN. Ob, it is very different; I have them both here. 
Mr. HOBSON. Very close. 

ernment upon the rights of the States. The changes since then 
have been unimportant. 

[Cries of "Vote!"] 
1\Ir. ADAMSON. Mr. Sveaker, inasmuch as the amendment 

now offered by the gentleman from Alabama is diametrically op
posed to the amendment which I have given notice I would 
offer, it would be necessary to offer my proposed amendment as 
a substitute to the amendment which the gentleman bas just 
offered, because, if the gentlemlln succeeds in passing his amend
ment, it is directly contrary to the effect that would result it 
my matter is adopted, and therefore I shall offer my proposition 
as a substitute for the amen,dment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
1\Ir. ADAMSON. In lieu of the amendment offered by the 

gentleman from Alabama, which proposes a reconstruction of 
this section, I propose to add at the end of section 2 the following 
language. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
~dd at the end of section 2 the following : 
· But there is reserved to eaeh State the exclusive power to regulat£'., 

control, or prchibit within its territorial boundaries the use or the man.n
facture or C:Jnveying into or out of such tel.'ritorial boundaries of intoxi· 
eating liquors for use for all pm·poses ether than as a beverage." 

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Spe"aker,. I propose--
Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
1.'he SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. M.A1\TN. What is this offered as now? 
Mr. ADAMSON. It is offered as a substitute for the amend· 

ment offered by the gentleman from Alabama. 
Mr. MANN. The amendment of the gentleman from Alabama 

was a substitute. 
Mr. A.DA.MSpN. No; he offered to amend. 
Mr. MANN. No; he offered it as a substitute for section 2 • 

I do not care bow it is offered, but I would like to know before 
we vote. 

Mr. ADAl\ISON. Then I misunderstood the gentleman. I · 
thought be offered to amend certain language in the section. 

Mr. MANN. No; he offered it as a substitute. 
Mr. ADAMSON. Of course, if he offered his amendment as a 

substitute, I shall have to offer mine as an amendment to the 
substitute. 

Mr. MANN. Or to the original section. 
1\Ir. ADAMSON. The gentleman's proposition changes the en

tire structure of the 'section. 
1\Ir. 1\IA.!~N. It strikes out and inserts a substitute. 
Mr. ADAMSON.. It adds only this, that instead of concurrent 

jurisdiction there may be independent jurisdiction. I desire it 
to stand so that the State will have exclusive jurisdiction to 
enforce this provision. 

Mr. MANN. I understand, but the gentleman could not very 
well offer his amendment as an amendment to that of the gen
tleman from Alabama, as the two are directly contradictory. 
The gentleman could offer it to perfect the original text. 

Mr. ADAMSON. Well, to offer it as an amendment to the 
original text is satisfactory to me. This amendment to the 
original text ought to be made before the substitute is acted 
upon. Then I offer it as an amendment to the original text 
of section 2. 

The SPEAKER. The gentJeman from Alabama offered his 
proposition as a substitute for section 2. 

Mr. ADAMSON. Then we should perfect the original text 
before that is voted on. 

l\Ir. HOBSON. Is it not too late to offer the amendment 
now? Not that I do not want my friend to offer it, but I want 
the parliamentary situation to be clear. 

Mr. l\lANN. It is in order to amend the original section b~ 
fore you vote on the substitute. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, where the substitute is offered 
for a section, it is always in order to perfect the section before 
the substitute is voted upon. 

Mr. ADAMSON. It bas to be done. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Hobson amend

ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: l\Ir. MA},"N. Very different. 

Mr. HOBSON. I will say to the gentleman that the resolu- In section 2, strike out the section, and in lien thereof substitute the 
following: 

tion bas gone the rounds of most of the temperance and prohi- " SEc. 2. The Congress or the States shall have power LndeP.endently 
bition forces and organizations, and that its final wording was or concurrently to enforce this article by all needful legislation.' _ 
practically determined in the subcommittee of the Judiciary Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I think my amendment ·ought 
Committee of the Senate, as the result of a long conference be- to go to the original text to be acted upon before the substitute 
tween Senators CHILTON, llOBAH, SHEPPARD, and SHIELDS, with is considered. 
Mr. Dinwiddie and myself present. I will add that the main I The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the better practice would 
object was to provide absolutely against any chance either of a be to vote on the Hobson proposition first. It is to strike out 
conflict of au~ority or of an encroachment.by the Federal Gov- and insert. 
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Mr. ADAMSON. I think the trouble would-be, Mr.- Speaker: 
if you did that yon would necessarily have to rule that the 
House had already adopted something entirely contrary to my 
proposition. 

The SPEAKER. Of course, you could not perfect a thing 
that is stricken out. 

Jl.fr. MANN. The House can not very well determine whether 
it wants to strike out section 2 as it may be amended, and in
sert something else, until it has had a chance to perfect the 
original section. If it should adopt the Hobson amendment it 
could not then change it, because it would be adopted. 

The SPEAKEn. Of course, that is tn1e. 
Mr. :MANN. So tliat once permission is given to perfect the 

original text, tlle HGm;e would never have that opportunity. 
Mr. HENRY. 1\Ir. Speaker, I ask unanimous com:ent that the 

Adamson amendment be voted on first. 
Mr. ADAJ\ISON. I gave notice of an amendment to the 

original text. 
Mr. HOBSON. l\Ir. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 

wan~ to let my colleague and friend from Georgia know that 
almost the exact wording, substantially the exact wording, was 
iotroduced and was a part of the deliberations of these Senators 
and friends of temperance working together, and was practi
cally unanimously, after long discussion, declared to be unneces
sary; that all those powers and rights exist now; but I ~o not 
wish to deprive my friend from Georgia of the opporturnty to 
introduce his amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. HENRY] 
asks unanimous consent that the proposition-- . 

Mr. HOBSON. I would prefer, if my friend would allow, my 
substitute to be voted on first and then his be voted on after
wards. 

Ur. ADAMSO~. I do not think that is in order, and I do not 
·think unanimous consent is necessary. 

The SPEAKER. The unanimous consent is asked, and if it 
is given it cuts the matter short. 

Mr. HOBSON. What is the unanimous consent? 
Mr HENRY. That we vote on the Adamson amendment first. 
1\fr: HOBSON. I withhold my objection until the gentleman 

has had a chance. · 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from -Texas that we vote on the 4-dnmson proposi
tion first? (After a pause.) The Chair hears none. 

Mr. HENRY. Now I ask that the original text of section 2 
he read as it would appear after the Adamson amendment is 
added, if it is adopted. . 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read th~ section as it stands, 
and then read the Adamson proposition, so that the House can 
tell how it will rea<l. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

not · be called upon to do it; and if the Congress were always 
to have the benefit of their sel'Vices in Congress, they might 
dominate Congress, and Congress would not legislate, and would 
leave the States to do it. But unfortunately men are mortal. 
There may come a Congress in here that will assert Federalism 
enough to say that Congress shall enact exclusive law on the 
subject. If so, down goes prohibition in all the States that 
have it, because they can legislate enough on these exceptions 
outside of beverage purposes to make loopholes and subterfuges 
sufficient to destroy all vestiges of prohibition. I am in favor 
of prohibition by the States if I can get it; and as between the 
States and the Federal Government I prefe1· to rely on the 
States if .the States want prohibition; and in order to maintain 
the integrity of State prohibition I want to put in this amend
ment that the States shall have exclusi\•e power to legislate 
as to thE:' use, sale, manufacture, transportation, and importa
tion for medicinal purposes and mechanical purposes, and for 
use in the arts. 

I insist that it is necessary and that it is consistent with the 
captain's views; and the captain's friends being for it, I am 
sure all my eloquent friends here who advocate State rights 
will support me in it. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. '£he question is on agreeing--
Hr. MANN. 1\fr. Speaker, the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 

HoBsoN] a few minutes ago referred to the fact that I called 
attention to the number of resolutions which he had introduced 
on this subject, commendng, I believe, last April a year ligo. 
There were nine of those rc olutions. We were told during 
the day that the ninth resolution was perfect, and would be 
offered as a substitute for the re olution which was made in 
order; but when my friend from .Alabama offers his substitute 
for section 2, it is not taken from the ninth resolution, but is 
a tenth proposition. Ten distinct t)ropositions in less than two 
years! And this great legislative body is called upon to vote 
upon an amendment to the Constitution where, since morning, 
the gentleman from Alabama has changed it, and gives as the 
reason for the change that he has it, in priv-ate conversation, 
from a Senator .of the United States!" 

I knew that this House had largely deteriorated in public 
opinion, but I had not supposed that we had gotten so low 
that. after a Member of this House had tried it ten times, he 
would ask a Senator, priv-ately, to change it, so that it could 
be presented correctly to this great body. Have we no one left 
in the House of Representatives who can prcp.re section 2 
after nine trials without appealing to one Senator to put it in 
proper shape? I am ashamed of the House temporarily if that 
be the case. [Applause and cries of "Vote!" "Vote!"] 

Mr. SLOAN rose. 
The SPEAKER. For what 1mrpo~e does the gentleman from 

Nebraska rise? 
SEc. 2. Congress shall have power to provide :lor the manufacture, Mr. SLOAN. I rise to discuss the Hobson amendment. 

sale, importation, and transportation of intoxicating liquors :lor sacra- · The SPEAKER. The Hobson amendment is not up. It is 
mental, medicinal, mechanical, pharmaceutical, or scientific purposes, or The 
for use In the arts, and shall have power to enforce this article by all the Adamson proposition that is now before the House. 
needful legislation, but there is reserved to each State the exclusive question is on agreeing to the Adamson amendment. 
power to regulate, control, or prohibit within its territorial boundaries Th question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
the use or the manufacture or con-veying into or out of such territorial 
boundaries of intoxicating liquors :lor use for all purposes other than as noes seemed to have it. 
a beverage. Mr. ADAMSON. 1\fr. Speaker, I ask for a division. I would 

The SPEAKER 'l'he question is-- like to have a division to see how my State-rights friends vote. 
Mr. ADAMSON. Mr-. Speaker, I submitted the proposition to The House divided; and there were-ayes 32, noes 179. 

the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBsoN], as he states, sev- Accordingly the amendment of .Mr. ADAMSON was rejected. 
eral days ago. He encouraged me very much this morning by The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen-
impnrting to me the information which he has given the House, tleman from Alabama [Mr. HonsoN] to strike out and insert. 
that he bad submitted it to those Senators, and that they had Mr. SLO~""- 1\fr. Speaker--
had wisdom enough to approye it and say it was all right, but '£he SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
not necessary. So that they and he, and all whom they repre- Nebraska rise? 
sent, can support this if it is necessary. Mr. MANN. He is entitled to fiye minutes. 

I maintain that it is absolutely necessary, and while I bow The SPEAKER The gentleman from Nebraska is recognized 
with deferential respect to those august Senators, I also sub- for five minutes. 
mit that I have been voting for prohibition longer than they Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the amendment 
have, and know more about interstate and foreign commerce to section 2 offered by the gentleman from Alabama, the author 
than they do. [AppJause.] .And I say it is necessary, if we of House joint resolution 168. 
are to maintain the · integrity of prohibition in the separate At this stage of the debate section 2 is the most important 
States. ·part of the resolution, yet during 12 hours of debate it was 

If the Federal GoYernment legislates about these purposes scarcely referred to. '.rhe debate has generally taken the course 
other than as a beYerage, the State's can not do it, even if you as to whether prohibition of the liquor traffic was wise or un
put in the language uggested by the gentleman from Alabama wise. The real questions are: 
[l\fr. HoBsoN], saying that they can do it eitller independently l!, irst. Is .there such a general demand by the people of the 
or concurrently, because if the Federal Government acts in United States for an opportunity to express themselves through 
matters of commerce, the State law is nullified, if there is any the machinery of the several States upon this subject? This 
on the subject. demand need not be by a majority. It should be a general well-

If Capt. HoBSON and those Senators stay in Congress and defined demand of a large percentage of the people to express 
dominate Congress it might not be necessary. They say, and I themselves on that ·subject. 
tlw <:aptain, my esteemed friend from Alabama, told me that _ Second. If the submission is to be matle, in what form shall 
thE>y expected tlle States could do this; that Congress would it be Slibmitted? This form involves two disUnct elements: 

\ 



.11114 .. . CONGRESSIONAL RECOR~HOUSE . 

First, the- prohibitive mandate, which is easy to -strrte; second, 
the jurisdiction and means of enforcement. · ·. 

Section 2 of the original resolution 168, which, up to a few 
minutes ago, was kept before the House, reads as follows: 
• The Corigre.ss shall have 'power· to enforce by appropriate legislation 
the provisions of this article. 

That is a straightforward statement, about the meaning of 
which there can be little doubt. However, Members were noti
fied to-day that section 2 of House joint resolution 277 would• be 
offered as a substitute therefor. Knowing that this last reso
lution was introduced in deference to results determined or 
-clearly forecasted i.ri. the Alabama and Texas campaigns of this 
year, wherein special State rights were thought to be involved. 
and believing that if this Government enters into consideration 
of national prohibition it should divide its prerogatives and jniis
·diction with no other power, I could not favor such an amend-
ment. . 

We have too many amendments to our Constitution now which 
arE- flouted by certain States without adding another with a 
doubtful statement as to a mixed jurisdiction· by State and 
Nation: 

That proposed amendment I had time to examine, and should 
the · substitution have been proposed I should ha-ve opposed it; 
and if the substitution were made I should not vote for the reso
lution so burdened. 
· There is· proposed now, without time or 'opportunity for ex
amination, an amendment that does not appear from hasty 
-examination to meet my approval. Yet there is an attempt to 
make the matter of jurisdiction somewhat more certa.in. I 
·therefore oppose the proposed amendment to section 2, although 
I shall probably vote for the resolution, notwithstanding this 
arueudmeot. 

Hereafter both friends and opponents of the general measure 
will probably deal more frankly in discussing section 2 as a 
very important part of the= proposed constitutional amendment. 

If an amendment of this general character is submitted to the 
American people, it should not be hobbled by any doubtful pro
Yisions for its enforcement nor by any pandering to ·any rights 
of the States which might under any circumstances be regarded 
as superior to the rights and powers of the General Government 
or iu any wise interfere with them. · · · · 
· A large number of votes are to· be cast here to-day by· those 
who do not believe in the transfer of the control of the liquor 
traffic to the General Government. These Members believe that 
-it should. be left with the Stutes. Their votes are simply in 
deference to the demand of the people to express them~elves 
and not a belief that the new method will be more efficacious. 
nut in any event. if the United States Government is to under
t !' ke this stupendous . adminisb.·ative task, it_ should clear the 
field; and while not denying other jurisdictions the right to 
follow. its f! bsolute leadership sbould not be qualified. 

The SPEAKER. '!'he question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the gentleman from Alabam.a [Mr. Ho:asoN] to strike out 
and insert. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on tbe HobSQn resolu

tion--
Mr. HOBSON. The preamble still ~e~ains, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. l\1ANN. You can dispose of that after the resolution has 

been agreed to. 
Mr. HOBSON. I ask unanimous consent that the preamble 

be stricken out 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to 

strike out the preamble. Is there objection? 
Mr. HOBSON. Before that · is ·done, I want to take this 

occasion to say that under the spilit of the Constitution and 
the rules of this House-l mention this now that we are ap
proaching the· fihal vot~any Member who is finanCially inter
ested in the outcome of the vote shall not vote. · 

Mr. STAFFORD. That · disqualifies you, then. 
Mr. MANN. I will ask t11e gentleman--
The SPEAKER. That proposition is not before the House. 
Mr. HOBSON. I ask unanimous consent to strike out the 

preamble. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani

·mous consent to strike out the preamble. Is there objection? 
_There was no objection. 
Mr. HOBSON. Now, l\Ir. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

· The SPEAKER; The gentleman will state it. · 
Mr. HOBSON. Whether Members of this body who are 

fillilncially interested, by owning bonds or stocks in breweries 
distilleries. or other establishments of manufacture or wh~ 
own saloons or an interest in sa loons, or property rented for 
saloons, or oth~r properties which . make them .fi.na.ncially in
terestPd in th1s measure,. can ·conscientiously vote on this 

measure, or whether they can do :so under the rules of this 
House and under the spirit . of the Constitution, which provides 
not only for the judiciary but for the legislative branch of the 
Go1ernment? 

Mr. MANN. 1\Ir. Speaker, what is before the House, except 
the gentleman from Alabama? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is making a parliamentary 
inquiry. · 

Mr. 1\!ANN. I thought he was making a speech. He is deal-
ing in buncombe, at least. · 

The SPEAKER. The rule about that is Rule VIII: 
. Ev~r~ Member shall be present within the Hall o"" the .House during 
Its Sittings unless excused or necessarily prevented; and shall vote 
upon each question put, unless he bas a direct. personal, or pecuniary 
interest in the event of snell question. · 

It was decided after a bitter wrangle in the House in the case 
of John Quincy Adams, who came back to the House after he 
had been President, that you could not make a Member vote 
unless he wanted to. It has practically been decided by Speaker 
Blaine in a most elaborate opinion ever rendered on the subject 
that each Member must decide the thing for himself. whether 
he is sufficiently interested pecuniarily to prevent his toting. 
It must affect him directly and personally and not as a member 
of a class. If it were not so long, the Chair would read it in 
full. It arose in this way. They had a bill about national 
banks before the House and Mr. Hooper. of Massa·chusetts. who 
was the president of a national bank, voted. Somebody raised 
the point · of order that his 1ote ought to be stricken fron:i the 
REcoRD. Speaker Blaine made this kind of a ruling· of which I 
will give the substance; that where it affected an individual he 
could not vote. but that where it affected a class he could vote. 
He cited two different classes, one of 'which was national 
banks-a ·law that affected e,·ery national bank in the co,mtry, 
and a great number of Members of the House were more or lPss 
interested · in na tiona I banks. Another ·class he cited wn s the 
old soldiers, of whom there were many in the House, and bills 
were constantly coming up at that ·time providing for pensions 
and bounties. He said that nobody would claim that these old 
soldiers should not be permitted to vote ou that kind of a bill. 
He wound up finally with the suggestion thn t knowing the fine 
constitut~on of the mind of the gentleman fi•oin Massachusetts 
and his high sense of honor, and how jealous be was of· his 
reputation; he would suggest to him whether he would withdraw 
his vote or not, and he withdrew the vote. 

Now, if there was a bin here affecting one institution, if you 
call it that, the Chair would be inclined to rule that a Men-iber 
interested in it pecuniarily could not vote, but where it affects 
a whole class he can vote. · 

1.\Ir. MANN. Like the cotton-warehouse bill that the ge~tle
ma.n from Alabama voted for. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. Here is a ruling of Speaker Randall on 
the same subject in section 5950; volume '5, of Hinds' Precedents: . . \ . .. 

On March 2, 1877, the · yeas and nays were being taken on a motion 
to suspend the rules in order to take up the Senate bill (No. 14 1 to 
extend the time for the construction anu completion of the Not·thei·n 
Pacific Railroad. ' · ·· 

Durlng the call of the rol1 Mr. William P. Frye, of Maine, said ' that 
he did not feel at liberty to vote on the bil1 until the Chait· bad ruled 
upon his right to do so, since he was a stockholder in the road. 

The Speaker said : 
"Rule 29 ·reads: 'No Member shal1 vote on any qnestion in the event 

of which he is immediately or particularly interested.' ' 
" Having read this rule, it is for the gentleman himself to deterinine 

whether he shall vote, not fot· tho Chair." · ·· 
Mr. Frye declined to vote. · 

The. question is on the passage of the Hobson resolution sub-
mitting a constitutional amendment: , 

1.\lr. HOBSON, 1.\Ir. UNDERWOOD, and Mr. 1.\IANN demanded 
the yeas and nays. . 

l\Ir. HENRY. l\1r. Speaker, I suggest that the request has not 
been nut as to striking out the preamble. ' 

Mr. MANN. · And I would like to make· the suggestion, ~11~. 
Speaker, that the bill ha.S not been engrossed and read a third · 
tinie. · · 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks he submitted the request 
to strike out the preamble. 

.1.\fr. MANN. ·That was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. What was . the suggestion . of the gentleman 

from illinois? 
Mr. MANN. It bas ~ot been ordered to be engt·ossed and read 

a third tillle. 
The SPEAKER. That is true. 
The resolution was ordered to be engt·ossed and read a third 

time, and was read the third time. 
The SPEAKER. The question now is on ordering the yens 

and nays. 
The question was taken, nnd the ·yeas anu nays were ord.cred. 
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The question wns taken, and there were-yeas 197, nays 190, 
answered ·• present" 1, not voting 40, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Adamson 
Aiken 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Ant bony 
Austin 
Avis 
Baker 
Barkley 
Bat·ton 
Bell, Cal. 
Bell, Ga. 
Borchers 
:Borland 
Bt·odbeck 
Bryan 
Burke, S.Dak. 
Burnett 
Butler 
Byrnes, S. C. 
Byrns, Tenn. 
Campi> ell 
Candler, Miss. 
Caraway 
Carr 
Carter 
Clark, Fla. 
Collier 
Connelly, Kr.ns. 
Copley . 
Cramton 
Ct·isp 
Decker 
Deitrick 
Dersbem 
Di("kinson 
Dif~nderfer 
Dillon 
Doolittle 

/~~~~s 
Faison 
Falconer 
Farr 
Fer·gusson 
Ferris 
Fess 
Fields 
Finley 

Adair 
Allen 
A swell 
Bailey 
Barcbfeld 
Barnhar·t 
Bartholdt 
Bat·tlett 
Bathrick 
Beakes 
Blackmon 
Booher 
Bowdle 
Britten 
Br·ockson 
Broussard 
Brown, N.Y. 
Browne, .Wis. 
Browning 
Bruckner 
Buchanan, IIJ. 
Buchanan, •rex. 
Bulkley 
Bm·gess 
Burke, Wis. 
Calder 
Callaway 
Cantor 
Can trill 
Carew 
Carlin 
Cary 
Casey 
Chandler, N. Y. 
Church 
Clancy 
Cline 
Coady 
Conry 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crosser 
Cullop 
Curry 
Dale 
Danforth 
Davis 
Dent 

.Ainey 
Ansberry 
Ashbrook 
DaJtz 
Beall, Tex. 

YEAS-197. 
Flood, Va. Kinkaid, Nebr. 
Floyd, Ark. J\:irkpatr·ick 
Fordney Kitchin 
Foster Kreider 
Fowler · Lafferty 
Francis La Follette 
French Langham 
Ganett, Tex. Langley 
Gla~:>t:~ Lever 
Good Lewis, Md. 
Goodwin, Ark. Lewis, Pa. 
Gt·een, Iowa Lindbergh 
Griest Lindquist 
Gudger Lloyd 
Hamilton, Mich. McKellar 

-llamilton, N. Y. McKenzie 
Hamlin McLaughlin 
Hal'Tison MacDonald 
Haugen Mapes 
Hawley Mondcll 
Hay Moon 
Hayden Morgan, Okla. 
Helgesen Moss, W. Va. 
Helm Murray 
Helvel'ing Neely, W.Va. 
Bensley Nelson 
Binds Not·ton 
Hinebaugh O'llair 
Hobson Oldfield 
Holland Padgett 
Houston Page, N.C. 
Howard Pat·k 
Hoxworth Patton, Pa. 
B ughes, Ga. Peters 
Hulings Plumley 
Hull Po~ 
Humpht·ey, Wash. Powers 
Humphreys, Miss. Prouty 
J'acoway Qnin 
J'ohnson, Ky. Ha~sdale 
J'ohnson, S.C. Ramey 
J'ohnson, Wash. H.aker 
J'ones Rubey 
Keating Rucker 
Keister Rupley 
Kelley, Mich. Russell 
Kelly, Pa. Saunders 
Kennedy, Iowa Seldomridge 
Kiess, Pa. Sells 
Kindel Shackleford 

N.AYS-190. 
Dies Kennedy, Conn. 
Dixon Kennedy, R.I. 
Donohoe Kent 
Donovan Kettner 
Dooling Key, Ohio 
Doremus Kinkead, N. J'. 
Drisco!J Knowland, J'. R. 
Drukker Korbly 
Dupre Lazaro 
Eagan Lee, Ga. 
Eagle Lee, Pa. 
Edmonds Lenroot 
Escb Lesher 
Estopinal Levy 
Fitzgerald Lieb 
FitzHenry Linthicum 
Frear Lobeck 
Gallagher Loft . 
Gallivan Lonergan 
Gard McAndrews 
Gardner McGillicuddy 
Garner Madden 
George Maguire, Nebr. 
Gerry Mahan 
Gill Maher 
Gillett Manahan 
Gilmore Mann 
Goeke Miller 
Goldfogle Mitchell 
Gordon Montague 
Goulden Mo01·e 
Graham, Ill. Morgan, La. 
Gray Morin 
Greene, l\Iass. Morrison 
Greene, Vt. Moss, Ind. 
Griffin Mott 
Hamill · Mulkey 
Hammond O'Brien 
Hardy Oglesby 
Hart O'Leary 
HHaey

1
e.ns O'Shaunessy 

tl Paige, Mass. 
Henry Palmer 
Hill Parker, N. J. 
Howell Parker, N.Y. 
lgoe Patten, N.Y. 
J'obnson, Utah Peterson 
Kahn Phelan 

Rhreve 
Sims 
Sinnott 
Sisson 
Slemp 
Sloan 
Smith, Idaho 
Smith, Md. 
Smith, J'. M. C. 
flmith, Sam!. W. 
Smith, Tex. 
Sparkman 
Stedman 
Steenerson 
Stephens, Cal. 
Stephens, Miss. 
Stephens, Tex. 
Stout 
Sutherland 
Switzer 
Taggart 
Tavenner 
Taylot·, Ala. 
Taylor, Ark. 
Taylor, Colo. 
'l'emple 
Thomas 
Thompson, Okla. 
'l'bomson, Ill. 
Towner 
Tribble 
Volstead 
Walker 

r-;:n~~-s 
Watkins 
Watson 
Weaver 
Webb 
Whaley 
White 
Willis 
Wingo 
Woodrutr 
Woods 

· Young, N. Dak. 
Young, 'rex. 

Platt 
Porter 
Pou 
Price 
Rauch 
Hnyburn 
Reed 
Reilly, Conn. 
Reilly, Wis. 
Rior·dan 
Roberts, Mass. 
Roberts, Nev. 
Roget·s 
Rouse 
Sa bath 
Scott 
Scully 
Sherley 
Sherwood 
Slayden 
Smith, Minn. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Stafford 
Stanley 
Stephens, Nebr. 
Stevens, Minn. 
Stevens, N. H. 
Stone 
Stringer 
Sumners 
Talbott, Md. 
Talcott, N. Y. 
Thacher 
Treadway 
Tuttle 
Underbill 
Underwood 
Vaughan 
Vinson 
Vollmer 
Walsh 
Whitacre 
Williams 
Wilson, N.Y. 
Winslow 
Witherspoon 

ANSWERED "PRESENT "-1. 
Small 

NOT VOTING-40. 
Brown, W. Va. 
Brumbaugh 
Burke_. Pa. 
Claypool 
Connolly, Iowa 

Davenport 
Dough ton 
Edwards 
Elder 
Fairchild 

Garrett, Tenn . 
Gittins 
Godwin, N.C. 
Gorman 
Graham, Pa, 

Gregg L'Engle J\Ietz Taylor, N. Y. 
Guernsey Logue Murdock · Ten Ey::k · 
Harris McClellan Neeley, Knns. 'l'ownsen1 
Hughes, W. Va. McGuire, Okla. Nolnn, J'. I. Vare 
Konop Mat·tin Rothermel Wilson, Fla. . 

So, two-thirds not having vo.ted in favor thereof, the resolu-
tion was rejected. . 

The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Mr. DAVENPORT and Mr. HAluus (for) with Mr. · KONOP 

(against). 
Mr. NEELEY of Kansas and Mr. MARTIN (for) and Mr. GREGG 

(against). 
Mr. AINEY and Mr. GUERNSEY (for) with Mr. FAIRCHILD 

(against). 
Mr. L'ENGLE and Mr. DouaHTON (for) with Mr. SMALL 

(against) . , 
Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma and Mr. GABRETT of Tennessee 

(for) with Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania (against). 
Mr. SMALL. Mr. Speaker, I voted "nay." I am paired 

with my colleague, Mr. DouGHTON, who bas just been com
pelled to leave the city, and I wish to withdraw my vote and 
answer " present." 

The name of Mr. SMALL was called and be answered "Present." 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Tulley, one of its clerks, 
announced that the Senate had passed joint .resolution of the 
following title, in which the concurrence of the House of Rep
resentatives was requested: 1 

S. J. Res. 214. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of 
Commerce to postpone the sale of certain seals_kins. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill 
of the following title, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 6939. An act to reimburse Edward B. Kelley for moneys 
expended while St!perintendent of the Rosebud Indian Agency in 
South Dakota. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to eDI'olled bill of 
the following title: 
- S. 6687. An act to authorize the Chesapeake & Ohio Northern 

Railway Co. to construct a bridge across the Ohio River a short 
distance above the mouth of the Little Scioto River, between 
Scioto County, Ohio, .and Greenup County, Ky., at or near 
Sciotoville, .Ohio. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 11 o'clock and 
34 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wed-
nesday, December 23, 1914, at 12 o'clock noon. · 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause .2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and · 
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows : 

1\Ir. OLDFIELD, from the Committee on Patents, to which 
was ref~rred the bill (H. R. 20036) to extend temporarily the 
time of filing applications for letters patent and registration in 
the Patent Office, reported the same without amendment, ac
companied by a report (No. 1245), which said bill and report 
were referred to the House Calendar. 
· Mr. SLOAN, from the Committee on Ways anu Means, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 5449) to make Pembina, N.Dak., 
a _port through which merchandise may be imported for trans
portation without appraisement, reported the same without 
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1247), w~cb said 
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON P::.:IVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. MILLER, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 

which was referred the bill (H. R. 19376) confirming patents 
heretofore issued to certain Indians in the State of Washington, 
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 1246), which said bill and report were referred to the Pri
vate Calendar. 
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PUBLIC BILLS. RESOLUTiONS, AND -1\iJ!i."\iORIALS. . . . AiSo, . a bil( .(H. R. 20310) granting a p~nsion to Ann Brown 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, res~I.utions, 'and memorials_ Powell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
were introduced and severally ·referred as follows: Also, a bill . (H. R. 20311) granting a pension to Elizabeth 

By Mr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 20280) to incorporate the Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Supreme Lodge of the World, Loyal Order of Moose; to the Also, a bill (H. R. 20312) granting an increase of pension to 
Committee on the Judici~ry. . John W. Ballard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By l\fr. ALEXANDER: A bill (H. R. 20281 ) . to provide for Also, a bill (H. ·R. 20313) ·granting an increase of pension to 
the appointment of certain assistant inspectors, steamboa,t-In- Fernando C. Cash; to the Committee on Invalid :Pensions. ' 
spection Sen•ice, at ports where they are actually performing Also, a bill (H. R. 20314) granting an increase of pension to c Daniel R. Cole; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
duty, but to which Uley are at present detailed; to the om- Also, a bill (H.- R. .20315) granting an increase of pension to 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. . 

Also, a bill (H. n. 20282) to provide for the appointment of Andrew l\IcMains; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 
. Also, a bill (H. R. 20316) granting an increase of pension to 

11 supen-i ing inspectors, Steamboat-Inspection Service, in lieu William L. McClellan; to the. Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
of 10; to the Co11;1mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. Also, a bill (H. R. 20317) granting an increase of pension to 

By Mr. LOiivl': A bill (H. R. 20326) to amend an act en- Benjamin F. :Mikesell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ; 
titled "An act to reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue for Also, a bill (H. R. 20318 ) _granting an increase of pension to 
the Government, and for other purposes," approYed October 3, Jesse Ready; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
1913; to the Committee on Ways and Means. Also, a bill (It. R. 20319) granting an increase of pension to· 

PH.IV ATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. ALEXANDER: A bill (H. R. 20283) granting a pen

sion to James Boyer; to the Committee on Pensions. 
Also, -a bill (H. R. 20284) granting a pension to Bradford H. 

Bennett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 20285) granting a pension to James W. 

Tippett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. ANTHONY: A bill (H. R. 20286) granting an in

crease of pension to Margaret M. McLellan; to the Committee 
on Pensions . . 

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 20287) granting 
an increase of pension to Aaron Fanshaw; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. COLLIER: A bill (H. R. 20288) granting an increase 
of pension to Lawrence Foot; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. EAGAN: A bill (H. R. 20289) granting an increase 
of pension to Andrew Silberman ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FORDNEY: A bill (H. R. 20290) granting an increase 
of pension to Joseph Hasler; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GREEN of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 20291) for the relief 
of James Owens; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HAY: A bill (H. R. 20292) for the relief of the heirs 
of James Bowles, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HILL: A bill (H. R. 20293) for the relief of James 
Price; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 20294) grant
ing a pension tq Magdalena Baer; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By 1\fr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 20295) 
granting an increase of pension to Luther W. Callaway; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LESHER : A bill (H. R. 20296) granting an increase 
of pension to Isaac Zerbe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 20297) granting an increase of pension to 
James J. Mitchell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 20298) granting an increase of pension to 
Charles P. Harder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MOSS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 20299) granting an 
increase of pension to Austin Murphy; to the Committee on 
Invalid .Pensions. · 

By Mr. NEELY of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 20300) grant
ing a pension to John L. Long; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. PORTER: A bill (H. R. 20301) granting an increase 
of pension to John M. Langsdale; to the Col)llilittee on Invalid 
Pensions. · . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 20302) granting an increase of pension to 
William W. Giles; to the Comniittee oil Invalid Pensions. . 

By Mr. POST: A bill (H. R. 20303) granting a pension to 
l\lary A. Rose; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RAINEY: A bill (H. R. 20304) granting a pension to 
Edwin Lawson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. REED: A bill (H. R. 20305) granting a pension to 
Dennis Ring; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . 

By 1\lr.- SELLS: A bill (H. R .. 20306) granting an increase of 
pension to Susan Long; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SLAYDEN: A bill (H. Jt. 20307) for the relie! ._ of 
E. C. Grossenbacher; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 20308) for the r'ellef of ' R. H. Keene; to 
the Committee on Claims. · 

By Mr. TAGGART: A bill (H. R. 20309) granting a pension to 
Susan .A. Lautzenheiser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Abraham Riley; to the Committee on Invalid l'ensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 20320) granting an increase of pension to 

George H. Solifelt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 20321) granting an increase of pension to 

Adam D. Bright; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. REED: A bill (H. R. 20322) granting a pension to 

George S. Adams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ' 
By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (H. R. 20323) for. 

the relief of the Fidelity Savings & Loan j\.ssociation of Los 
Angeles, Cal. ; to .the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HAMILTON of New York: A bill (H. R. 20324) 
granting a pension to Olivia Pattison; to the Committee on' 
Invalid Pensions~ 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 20325) granting an 
increase of pension to Henry Arthur; to the Committee on In-:. 
valid Pensions. · 

PETITIONS, ETC. . 
Under clause 1 of Rule xxii, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: · · 
By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Young 

Men's Christian Association of Pittston, Pa., favoring national 
prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also (by request), memorials of citizens and Order of Good 
Templar Lodges of Blue Island and Chicago, Ill., and citizens 
of Boston, Mass., . and United Presbyterian Church of Sheri den, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., favoring national prohibition; to the Commit-. 
tee on Rules. 

Also (by request) memorial of Manila (P, I.) Merch ants': 
Association, relative to financial relations ex_isting bet ween 
Philippine Islands and the United States; to the Committee on 
the Territories. 

Also, petitions of citizens of the State of 1\~issouri; favoring 
national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. AINEY: Petition of the Men's Fraterni_ty, Brotber
hood of Andrew and Philip, and Men's Bible Class of Temple 
Lutheran Church, Philadelphia, Pa., indorsing the Hobson 
amendment; to the Committee on Ru1es. 

By Mr. Al~THONY: Petition signed by citizens of a number 
of towns in northeastern Kansas, favoring national prohibi
tion; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr." BAILEY : Petition of business men of Stoyestown, 
Pa., favoring passage of House bill 5308; to the Committe<" on 
Ways and-Means. 

By Mr: BARCHFELD: Petition of voters of Allegheny 
County, Pa., protesting against national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BEAKES : Petition of professors and students of th~ 
University of .Michigan, favoring national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. · 

By Mr. BRUCKNER: Petition of Woman's Christian Tern-: 
perance Union of the State of New York, favoring national pro- • 
pibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions of Theodore Haeblee, H. Hupkel's Sons, Jacob 
Eichler, and 35,009 workers in brewing industry, all of New 
York City,- protesting against national prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on Rules. _ 

Also, memorial of National Board of Steam. Navigation, re1a· 
tive to funds for the ships, etc., required by the United States 
Coast and Geodetic Survey; to the Committee on Appropria- -
tions. 

Also, petitions of American Wine Growers' Association. Re
tail Liquor Deiuers' Association, and InternationaJ Union ot 
the United Brewery Workmen, and citizens of New York City, 
protesting against national prohibition; to the Committee on 
Ru1es. 
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Also, petition, of Boston . .Maritime- Associatiqn, of Boston, 
.Mass., protesting against Government-owned merchant marine; 
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, petitions of Central Federated Union, Jacob Froelich, and 
De La Verger .Machine Co., all of New York, protesting against 
national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Cattle Raisers' Association of Texas, favor
ing eradication of cattle diseases by United States Department 
of Agriculture; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

· Also, petition of the Equal Franchise Society of New York 
City, favoring wpman suffrage; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By 1\ir. BURKE of Wisconsin: Telegram from chairman of 
Federated Churches of Hartford. Wis., stating that the Fed
el·ated Churches of Hartford, Wis., are unanimously in favor 
of national constitutional prohibition amendment; to the Com-
mittee on Rules. _ 

By Mr. CARY: Petition of L. Pechong. T. O'Reilly, H. Retzek, 
J. Ryan, and 200 others, all residents of St. Francis, Wis., pro
testing against the Menace being sent through the mails; to 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of H. Paulus, M. G. Ball, B. Jansen, J. Weber, 
L Schuster, E. Stollenwert, F. Haase, R. Schemacher, F. 
Schroeder, T. L. Decker,. P. Dombrowski, H. Scheele. H. Reiske, 
M. Blankenheim, and 500 others, all residents of the fourth 
congressional district of Wisconsin, protesting against the Men
ace being sent through the. mails; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. COADY : Petition of citizens and manufacturers of 
Baltimore, Md., against national prohibition~ to the Committee 
on Rules. 

Also, petition of citizens of Baltimore, Md., favoring national 
prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By 1\Ir. COPLEY: Petitions of citizens of the eleventh dis
trict of Illinois, favoring national prohibition; to the Commit
tee on Rules. 

By Mr. DEITRICK: Memorial of sundry churches and Sun
day schools of Massachusetts, favoring . national prohibition; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DO NOV AN: Petition of citizens of Bridgeport, Conn., 
against national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of citizens of Stamford and Bridgeport, Conn., 
favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Miss Annie B. Jennings, New York City, 
against woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DRUKKER: Petitions of citizens of Passaic, Paterson, 
Clifton, and Carlsbad, N. J ... favoring House joint resolution 
377, forbidding exportation of munitions of war; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. EAGAN : Petitions of citizens of East Orange, Mont
clair, and Orange, N. J., favoring woman suffrage; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. _ 

By 1\Ir. ESCH : Petition of executive committee of the Cattle 
Raisers' . Association of Texas, favoring preYention by United 
States Department of Agriculture of cattle diseases; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

· Also, petition of National Board of Steam Navigation of New 
York, favoring appropriation for United States Coast and Geo
detic Survey; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also, petition of Western Association of Short Line Railroads, 
against House bill 17042, the Moon railway mail-pay bill; to 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of commercial club of Ashland. Oreg .• relative 
to appropriation for Crater Lake National Park; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

By l\Ir. GALLIVAN: Petition of 18 organizations, total mem
bership 5,091, of Massachusetts, favoring national prohibition; 
to the Committee on RuJes. 

Also, petition of citizens of the State of Massachusetts, and 
Iven Lodge, No. 14, International Order of Good Templars, o:f 
Bo ton, Mas ., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee 

' on Rules. 
By Mr. FITZGERALD: Petition of the Associated Electrical 

Contractors of New York City, favoring 1-cent postage; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of New York Methodist preachers, favoring 
national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Washington Board of Trade, against 
Johnson amendment to the District of Columbia appropriation 
bill ; to tbe Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also. petition of the United Retail Grocers' Association of 
Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring Gardner resolution providing for 
a nationnl ecmity commi sion; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of tile National Association of Vicksburg Vet
erans. favoring H. R. 1937!i, pronding national celebration at 
Vicksburg in 1915; to the Committee on Appropriations~ 

Als,o, , petition of the commission .on relations with Japan, 
appointed by the Federal Council of the Churches of Christ 
in ~erica, favoring an adequate oriental policy; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GERRY: Petitions of 1.\Iiss Anna D. Robinson, Lottie 
S. Dickerman, Edna Kroener, Annie B. C. Kroener, Wakefield; 
Rhode Island Woman Suffrage Party, Providence; Mrs. Elisha 
A. Peckham, 1\Iidilletown; Lydia L. Mancllester, Anthony; J. 
Ellery Hudson, Phenix; Cora Mitchel, Bristol Ferry; Grace J. 
Connor, Mrs. Harriet K. Carpenter, Peace Dale; Marion E. 
Mason, A. L. Hall, Mrs. F. H. Carr, Elizabeth F. Buckew, Paw
tucket; Hazel C. Harvey, Bessie H. Curtis, 1\lrs. George F. Cur· 
tis, all in the State of Rhode Island, urging the passage of legis· 
latlon providing for equal suffi·age; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, Petitions of Abbie P. Gardner, Rev. Francis ·M. Mitchell, 
Rev. F. J. Follansbee, Katherin~ McKone, Wickford; Louisa C. 
Sturtevent, Margaret Baker, Mary Sturtevent, Annabel L. Berry, 
Elizabeth A. Peckham, Elizabeth B. Peckham, Charles Bissell, 
Mary C. Sturtevent, Maud Howe Elliott, Newport; Arthur L. 
Washburn, Ingeborg Kindstedt, Elizabeth U. Yates, l\Irs. Mary 
R. Ballou, Mrs. Emma G. Miller, Mary B. Anthony, Mr. and Mrs. 
Edwin C. Smith, Mrs. Alice F. Porter, Miss Enid l\1. Pierce, Prov
idence, all in the State of Rhode Island, urging the passage of 
legislation providing for equal suffrage; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, Petitions of 1\Iary B. L. Stedman, Providence; Newport 
Branch of Rhode Island Association Opposed to Woman Suf
frage, Newport ; Mrs. R. G. Hazard, Peace Dale; Mrs. John H. 
K. Nightingale, Jessie L. Coggeshell, Providence; Mrs. Walter 
W. Hill, Newport, all in the State of Rhode Island, protesting 
against the passage of legislation providing for equal suffrage· 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. ' 

Also, petitions of Brewers' Union, Local No. 114, Providence 
R. 1., protesting against the . passage of legislation proYiding 
for national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions o~ Woman's Christian Temperance Union 
Phenix; Broadway Baptist Sunday School, .Providence; Si~ 
Principle Baptist Church, Crompton; C. M. Pike, Providence; 
Providence Christian Endeavor Society ; First Presbyterian 
Church, Providence; First United Presbyterian Church, Provi· 
deuce; Ellen Casey, Raymond L. Brown, and Mr. and Mrs. Wil
liam E. Spencer, of North Scituate; United Baptist Sunday 
~chool; I. B. Crandall, Providence; Calvary Baptist Church 
and Sunday School, Westerly; Second Westerly Seventh-day 
Baptist Church and Sunday School, Bradford; Bradford 
Woman's Christian TempeJ:ance Union, all·in the State of Rhode 
Island; and Presbyterian Board of Temperance, Pittsbru·gh, 
Pa., urging the passage of legislation providing :for national 
prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. GRAHAM of IDinois: Petition of citizens of Auburn, 
Springfield, Rochester, and Christian, Ill., favoring national pro
hibition; to the Comrnittee on Rules . . 

By 1\!r. GRAHA.l\1 of Pennsylvania: Petitions of Nationnl 
Model License League, Louis'rllle, Ky., and the Kord-Oestliche 
Saengerbund of America, protesting against national prohibi
tion; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, memorial of the congregation and Sabbath schools ot 
Locust Street Methodist Episcopal Church, favoring national 
prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. GRIEST: 1\femorial of Brewery Workers' Local No. 
206, of Lancaster, Pa., and International Union of the United 
Brewery Workmen of Amelica, protesting against national pro
hibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HART: Memorial of sundry church organizations of 
the State of New Jersey, favoring national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HOBSON: Petition of citizens of Chicago, Ill., fayor
lng national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of National Good Ci~enship Movement in 
South Dakota, Oregon, Wyoming, Idaho, Wisconsin, Colorado, 
Indiana, West Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, Nebraska. Cali
fornia, New York. Michigan, Tennessee, Alabama, Kansas, 
Washington, and Oklahoma, favoring national prohibition; to 
the Committee on Rules.. 

Also, petitions of citizens of · States of New York, Georgia, 
Pennsylvania, North Carolina, and Ohio, favoring national pro
hibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Atlanta (Ga.) Baptist 1\Iinisters' Con
ference; Young People's Society of the Fh:st Evangelical Luth
eran Cliurch, Moline, Ohio; and churches of Florida, favoring 
national .prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 
· Also, petition of citizens of States of Pennsylvania, Ohio, New 
York, . Alabama, . l\Iassachusetts, Florida, Washington, Virginia, 
lllinois, Indiana, Iowa, California, Vermont, and New Jersey, 
favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 
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. By :Mr . . IGOE: Petition of St. Lonis (Mo-.) Cooperage Co., 
against national prohlbition; to tile Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Fellbauer & Delabar, St. Louis, 1\Io., against 
national prohiiJition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Brewers and .Malsters' Union, No. 6, of St. 
Louis, Mo., against national prohibition; to the Committee on 
Ilules. · 

Also, petition of Schoperkotler CDoperage CD., St. Louis, 
l\Io., agains t national prohlbition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Brewery Freight Handlers of St. Louis, 
l\Io., against national prohibition; to the Commit tee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Brewery Oilers' Local Union, No. 279, 
of St. Louis, Mo., against national prohibition; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island: Petition of Miss CDra 
Mitchel, of Blistol Ferry, R. I., favoring woman suffrage; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition o.f Rev. Charles C. Parker, of Slatersville, R. I., 
favoring national prohibition; to the Cominittee on Ilules. 

Also, petitions of Mrs. Susan A. Ballou, of Woonsocket, R. I .. 
and Mrs. Walter N. Hil1, of Newport, R. I., opposing woman 
suffrage; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions favoring woman suffrage from 1\fary C. Sturte
vant, Louisa C. Sturte\ant, Mrs. Eugene Sturtevant, Margaret 
Baker, Charles Biesel, Elizabeth B. Peckham, ull of Newport, 
n. I.; Elizabeth Upham Yates, Ingiborg Kindstedt, Mrs. Carroll 
Miller, Mrs. Mary H. Ballou, and Mrs. Mary B: Anthony, all of 
Providence, R. I.; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Jeanette S. French and Louisa Meader, 
Pawtucket, R. I., favoring woman-suffrage amendment; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petitions in favor of woman suffrage from Ron. L. F. C. 
.Garvin, of Lonsdale; Mrs. Elisha A: Peckham, of Middletown; 
I .. ydia L. Manchester, of Anthony; Gmce J. Connor, Peace Dale; 
Mrs. Frank A. Jackson, Miss G. M. Partridge, CoraM. Emery, of 
Woonsocket; Katherine McKone, Abbie P. Gardner, Rev. Francis 
M. Mitchell, of Wickford; Elizabeth F. Bucklin, Althea L. Hall, 
Mrs. F. H. Carr, Pawtucket; Mrs. Edwin C. Smith, Enid M. 
Pierce, Edwin C. Smith, Providence; Elizabeth A. Peckham, Mrs. 
Maude Howe Elliott, Newport; Mrs. Alice F. Porter, Providence; 
Hazel C. Harvey, Bessie H. Curtiss, Mrs. George F. Curtiss, 
Wakefield; all in the State of Rhode Island; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Annabele L. Berry, Ne·w})ort; Marion E. Ma
son, Pawtucket; and Arthur L. Washburn, Providence, R. I., 
favoring woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANGHAM: Petitions of members of the First Pres
- byterian Church of Apollo, Pa., favoring national prohibition; 

to the Committee on Rules. 
By Mr. LEVY: Petition of citizens of New York City, against 

national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 
By Mr. LIEB: Petitions of John W. Boehne, C. E. Schultz, 

Joseph W. Lamey, sr., and George W. Bohn, all of Evansville, 
Ind., favoring the passage of House bill 5139, knov,rn as the 
Hamill bill, providing for the retirement of aged and infirin 
civil-service employees; to the Committee on Reform in the 
Civil Service. 

Also, petitions of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union, 
.Mrs. Sadie McGregor, president; the United Presbyterian 
Church, by Morris Watson; the Reformed Presbyterians, by 
Rev. M. S. McMillan, all of Princeton, Ind.; also S. J. ,V. Bar~ 
bour and Iglehart Bros., and the Federation of Men's Bible 
Classes, by W. B. Miller and Charles Zahn, of Evansville, Ind., 
indorsing the Hobson amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States for the prohibition of the sale of liquor; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions of members of the Beer Bottlers' Local Union 
No. 153, by Fred Hohenberger, secretary, and Local No . . 84, of 
the International Union of the United Brewery Workmen, by 
John Singel, secretary, both of Evansville, Ind., protesting 
against national- prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions of M. D. Helfrich, Ernest C. Kleinknecht, Jacob 
Kleinknecht, Charles G. Kleinknecht, Gotlieb Kleinknecht, sr., 
Gottlieb :b'. Kleinknecht, William Kleinknecht, William Rahm, 
and J. H. Henke, all of Evansville, Ind., and Carl A. Timmel, 
of Littles, Ind., urging the passage of House joint resolution 
377, relatiYe to exportation of war munitions to Europe; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
- Also, memorial of the Indiana Branch of the National 
Dermau-American Alliance, comprising over 30.000 American 
citizens, signed by Joseph KeUer, presitlent, of Indianapolis, 
Ind., and Carl Dreisch, of E'fansnlle, Ind., secretary, pro- . 
testing against tlle furnishing of ammunition and wa:' materials 
"Of any kind to any of tlle powers at war; again t the furnish
Ing of shoes for tlleir armies; horses and mules fo.r military 

purposes; against the sale of hydroplanes, submarines, auto
mobile trucks, and trench-digging machines, and similar articles 
to the powers at war contrary to neutrality; and further pro
testing against the distortion of news or withholding of same in 
connection with _reports from our foreign representatives, 
ambassadors, consuls, or naval officers; against interference 
with the publication or suppression of news concerning the war; 
against the attitude with reference to the status of naturalized 
citizens of the United States intending to visit belligerent 
countries; and favoring other measures to maintain the spirit 
of neutrality; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
- By Mr. LOBECK: Petition of 400 members of Westminster 
Presbyterian Church, of Omaha, Nebr., favoring national pro
h.:.bition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions of Halleck F. Rose, John L. Kennedy, and F. A. 
Brogan, of Omaha, Nebr., favoring l\Iondell resolution for 
woman suffrage; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions of Nebraska Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union and Brotherhood of Hanscom Park Methodist Episcopal 
Church, of Omal).a, Nebr., favoring national prohibition; to the 
Committee on I:ules. 

By Mr. LONERGAN: Petition of Frijo Lodge, No. 17 Inter
national Order of Good Templars, Hartford, Conn., f~voring 
national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions of Manager William Tee, Hotel Heublein, 
Hartford, Conn., and various other citizens of Connecticut, op
pos~ng national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Rev. S. G. Youngert, of the Swedish 
Lutheran Emanuel Church, Hartford, Conn., and various other 
Connecticut citizens, favoring national prohibition; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Mrs. Lucy Morgan Brainard, of Hartford, 
Conn., and other citizens of Connecticut, opposing woman suf
frage; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the New Britain Christian Endeavor Union, 
New Br-itain, Conn., favoring national prohibition; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Connecticut Woman Suffrage Associa
tion, Hartford, Conn., favoring woman suffrage; to the Com~ 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCLELLAN: Protests of Joseph Englemann and 12 
residents of Monticello; George Hauck & Sons Brewing Co., 
Rondout; and C. H. Evans & Sons, Hudson, N. Y. ; Minot D. 
Finch and 18 residents of Roscoe, N. Y., against national 
prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Wesleyan Methodist Episcopal Church, 
Saugerties, N. Y., and Cecil Whitaker, Saugerties, N. Y., fa
voring the Sheppard-Hobson resolution; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. MAHAl~: Petitions of sundry citizens of Noank, 
West Haven, Niantic, Hebron, Hartford, Lynn, Moosup, and 
Westerly, Conn., fayoring national prohibition; to the CDm
mittee on Rules. 

Also, petition of citizens of Hartford, Conn., protesting 
against woman suffrage; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. l\Il'TCHELL: Petition of 47 organizations, total 
membership 7,477, and citizens of Waltham, Mass., favoring 
national prohibition;. to the Committee on Rules . 

By Mr . .MORIN: Petition of voters of Allegheny County, Pa., 
protesting against national prohibition; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

Also; petition of citizens of Pittsburgh, Starjunction, Johns
town, Swissvale, Nesquehoning, Wilkinsburg, 1\Iechanicsburg, 
Allegheny County; Bethlehem. Warren, Center Hall, Beaver 
County; New Castle, Sullivan, Kennor, Elk County, and Chester, 
all in the State of Pennsylvania, favoring national prohibition; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of citizens of Pittsburgh, western Pennsylvania, 
and Ohio, against national prohibition; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

Also (by request), petition of Washington Branch of the 
'Voman's l\Iovement for Constructive Peace, favoring House 
joint resolution 381, providing for an advisory referendum on 
the matter of foreign policy; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also (by request), petition of citizens of Pittsburgh, Pa., 
against woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOSS of West Virginia: Petition of citizens of Par
kersburg, Pennsboro, and Charleston, all in the State of West 
Virginia, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. NEELY of West Virginia: Papers to accompany bill 
for the relief of John L. Long; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Ur. PAIGE of Massachusetts: Papers to accompany House 
bill 20262; to the Committee on Military Affairs. -
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"By Mr. PETERS : 'Petition of 1.2 citizens of Waterville, Me., 
!favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. R4UDDR: Petition of citizens of Red Bluff, :Ca1., ta
""oring national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, memorial of Los Angeles (Cal.) Chamber _of Commerce, 
favoring House joint resolution 344, for national marketing com
mission ; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. REILLY of Connecticut: Petitions of sundry citizens 
of the third congressional district of Connecticut, favoring na
tional prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Nord-Oestliche Saengerbund of America, 
protesting against national prohibition; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. ROGERS: Petition of members of Christian Endea-yor 
of First Congregational Church of Woburn, Mass., favormg 
national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By 1\Ir. SCULLY: Petitions of Pleasant View Sunday School, 
of Somerset County, N. J., favo1·ing national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of New Jersey League of Building and Loan 
Associations. urging that they be exempt from the emergency
revenue act; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SELDOl\1RIDGE: Petitions of sundry citizens and 
organizations of the State of Colorado, favoring the passage of 
the Hamill bill (H. R. 5139) ; to the Committee on Reform in 
the Civil Service. _ 

Also, petitions of sundry church organizations and citizens of 
-the St9.te of Colorado, favoring national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of citizens of congressional distrid No. 2, State 
of Colorado, favoring passage of bill known as United States 
warehouse act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. SIMS: Petition of citizens of Westport, Te~. favor- · 
ing national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Rv Mr. J. M. C. SMITH: Protest of George Fulwell and De-

Also, petition of citizens of Oakland, Cal., favoring the Hamill 
civil-service retirement bill; to the Committee on Reform in the 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: Petition of citizens of West Vir
ginia, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. WILLIS: Petition of union label trades department 
of the American Federation of Labor, protesting against House 
joint resolution No. 158, favoring national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

SENATE. 
WEDNESDAY, December ~3, 1914. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered the 
following prayer : 

Almighty God, we bow before Thee in this Senate of a great 
Nation and pray for the reign of the Prince of Peace. At this 
time, when little childr~.n sing for joy, when holy memories are 
awakened, when strong men know the passion of helpfulness 
and the poor the touch of sympathy, when wise men look back 
upon the lessons of an anCient past, when great nations feel the 
thrall of an angel -song-at this holy time, we pray for peace 
and good will -among men. For His name's sake. Amen. 

NAMING A PRESIDING {)FFICE&. 

The Sec-retary (James M:. Baker) read the following com
munication: 

To the S e11ate: 

USITED ST.1TES SEN"A'l'El, PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
WCZBhingtcm, D. c._. December 29, 19T4. 

Being- temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. CLAUDE 
AuGusTUs SWANSON, a Senator from the State of Virginia, to perform 
the duties of the Chair during my absence. 

JAMES P. CLA.RKE, 
Preside-»t pro tempot·"· 

Mr. SWANSON thereupon took the chair -as Presiding Officer 
and directed ·that the Journal of the last legislative day be read. 

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and appro-red. 
. troit Hotel Association, citizens of Detroit; 4 citizens of Kala

mazoo; 1 citizen of Battle Creek; Michael Dawson and "Cigar
makers' Union No. 209, Coldwater, all in the State of Michigan, 
against national prohibition (Hobson resolution); to 'the Com- PETITIONs AND MEMORIALS. 
mittee on Rules. 1\Ir. WARREN presented a petition of Local Lodge No. 288, 

Also, petitions of F. S. Goodrich and 10 other citizens of ; Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, of Cheyenne, Wyo., and a 
Albion, C. S. Burns and 9 other citizens of Coldwater, W. E. petition of Comfort Lodge, No. 438. Brotherhood of {Jocomotive 
Westworth and 84 other citizens of Battle Creek, Albert 1\fur- Firemen and Enginemen, of Cheyenne, Wyo., praying for the 
rav and 16 other citizens of Charlotte, Howard H. Hicks and 3 , extension of the -boiler-inspection laws, whlch were referred to 
other citizens of Hillsdale, W. W. Warren and 22 other citizens the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 
of Union City, A. T. Vary and 24 other citizens of Marshall, . Mr. GRONNA. presented petitions of sundry citizens of Taylor, 
S. J. Wykkel and 16 other citizens of Kalamazoo, all in the N. Dak., praying for national prohibition, which were referred 
State of Michigan, in favor of national prohibition; to the Com- to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
mittee on Rules. · Mr. BRISTOW presented petitions of sundry citizens of Win-

By 1\Ir. S.MITH of Idaho: Petition of Mednallsolan Lodge, field, Redfield, Delphos, and Leavenworth, .all in the State of 
No. 34, International Order Good Templars, of Sandpoint, Kansas, praying for national prohibition, which were referred 
Idaho, nud Boise Valley -Ministerial Association, of Caldwell, to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
Idaho, 5,000 members, urging national prohibition; to the Com- He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Kansas City, 
mittee on Rules. Kans., praying for the enactment ·Of legislation to provide pen-

Also, pa-pers to accompany H. R. 20890, granting a pension sions for civil-service employees, w.hich was referred to the 
to Lizzie C. Bren; to the Committee on Pensions. Committee on Civil Service and Retrenchment. 

Also, memo1ial of First Baptist Church of Boise, Idaho, Mr. ROBINSON presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Ul'ging the passage of the Hobson resolution; to the Committee . Arkadelphia, Ark., praying for the further extension of the 
on Rules. · Rural F1·ee Delivery System, which was referred to the Com-

By Mr. STEENERSON: Petition of associations opposed to mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 
woman suffrage of Minneapolis, State of Minnesota, St. Paul, Mr. DU PONT presented a memorial of members of the 
Minn., and Man Suffrage Association Opposed to Woman Suf- Jewish Community, of Wilmington, Del., remonstr-ating against 
frage, of New York State, against woman suffrage; to the the enactment of legislation to further restrict immigration_, 
Committee on the Judiciary. . which was ordered to lie on tbe table. 

Also, petition of J. B. Gilfillan, -of Minneapolis, Minn.; Inter- Mr. SHERMAN presented a memorial of the Young Men's 
national Union of the United Brewery 'Vorkmen; and Model Associated .Jewish Charities of Chicago, .Til., remonstrating 
License League, of Louisville, Ky., against national prohibi- against the enactment of legislation to provide a literacy test 
tion; to the Committee on Rules. for immigrants to this country, w.hich was ordered to lie on the 

Also, petition of National Congressional Suffrage Associa- table. , 
tion, favoring woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Judi- He also J.}resented a memorial of the Post Office Clerks' Asso-
ciary. ciation of Chicago, Ill., remonstrating against the dismissal of 
· Also, petition of Antisaloon League of America; president of clerks from the Chicago post office, etc., and praying for the re
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of l'tfinnesota; Rev. tirement of civil-service -employees, which was referred to the 
George Michael, of Walker, Minn.; Synod of Minnesota, Presby- Committee on Civil Service and Retrenchment. 
terian Church of America; and Sunday School Association of Mr. KERN presented petitions of sundry citizens of Marlon, 
Wilkin County, Minn., favoring national prohibition; to the Ind., prayin-g for national prohibition, which were referred to 
Committee on Rules. the Committee on the Judiciary. 
· By Mr. STEVE:NS of California: Petition of sundry citizens He also presented a petition of the Commercial Club of Ho-
of Los An-geles, Cal., favoring national prohibition; to the Com- bart, Ind., praying for the creation of a national security com
mittee on Rules. mission, which w-as referred to the Committee on l\Iilitary 

Also, petition of citizens of Los Angeles, Cat, favoring na- Affairs. 
tional prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. He also presented a memorial of the St. Peter's Benevolent 

Also, petition of National Model License League, of Louis- Society, of La Porte, Ind., remonstrating against the transmis
ville, Ky., and citizens of San Francisco and Los Angeles, Cal., sion of anti-Catholic publications through the mails, which was 
ngainst,national prohibition; to the Committee on Ru1es. referred t6 the Committ~e on Post Offices and Post Roads. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-10-12T10:02:23-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




